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INTRODUCTION 
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The  poets  of  this  country  have  been  bold  and  very  great, 
its  philosophers  timid  and,  on  the  whole,  of  a  moderate 
reputation.  Our  genius  is  practical,  and  has  shown  itself  so  even 
in  this  matter;  for  poetry  reaches  the  results  of  philosophy  by 
short  cuts,  and  without  the  endless  linkage  of  argumentation.  A 
practical  people  is  always  prudent,  and  seeks  aims  well  within 
its  reach  ;  and  we  have  cultivated  science  rather  than  philosophy 
and  the  inventive  applications  of  science  more  than  its  abstract  in- 
quiries. We  shun  adventurousness  even  in  the  world  of  thought — 
except  that  of  the  imagination,  which  has  the  freedom  of  irre- 
sponsibility ;  and  it  is  not  strange  that  we  should  refuse  the  most 
adventurous  of  all  enterprises,  namely,  that  of  constructing 
schemes  of  thought  which  shall  explain  the  Universe  of  Being. 
For,  amongst  civilized  nations,  England  ranks  with  Rome — the 
great  practical  people  of  ancient  times — in  the  comparative 
barrenness  of  its  speculations.  It  has  originated  no  systematic 
interpretations  of  reality  able  to  command  the  allegiance  and 
dominate  the  thought  of  other  countries.  Our  greatest  philo- 
sophers either  have  been  critics  or  they  have  been  defenders  of 
foregone  conclusions;  they  have  not  had  in  their  disposition  enough 
either  of  heroism  or  Quixotism  to  put  the  lance  in  rest  against 
the  world.  Locke  and  Hume  investigated  the  Human  Under- 
standing, and  sought  to  make  human  thought  more  sober  in  its 
undertakings  ;  Berkeley,  the  most  boldly  constructive  of  all  our 
philosophers,  worked  in  the  service  of  theology,  and  sought  pre- 
misses for  its  conclusions  ;  Hobbes,  the  hardiest  of  all  our 
thinkers,  not  even  excepting  Hume  in  some  respects,  left  behind 
him  no  theory  of  the  world.      We  cannot  even  translate  the 
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WeltaY).9chauu7ig  of  our  German  neighbours.  We  are  very 
conscious  of  our  limitations,  are  mucli  afraid  of  appearing 
ridiculous,  and  like  to  feel  that  we  have  solid  ground  beneath 

our  feet. 

These  characteristics  are  conspicuous  in  our  bearing  towards 
the  History  of  philosophy,  as  well  as  other  universal  undertakings. 
We  can  boast  of  no  serious  attempt  at  presenting  in  rational 
order  the  great  systems  of  philosophy,  which  are  the  successive 
exponents  of  the  main  stages  of  Western  civilization.  We  have 
written  text-books  for  students,  and  some  very  competent  and 
illuminating  monographs  on  individual  thinkers.  But  there  has 
been  no  attempt  at  the  effective  co-ordination  of  these,  nor  have 
we  sought  to  give  effect  to  the  conviction  that  philosophy  is,  in 
truth,  a  continuous  endeavour,  and  the  reflection  of  a  continuous 
experience.  And  yet  one  has  to  go  but  a  little  way  in  philosophy 
to  realize  that  its  great  systems  can  be  interpreted  only  in  their 
context,  and  its  problems  effectively  handled  only  through  their 
history.  We  have  to  go  back  to  the  past  not  merely  liecause 
here,  as  elsewhere,  we  require  the  help  of  earlier  thinkers  so  as 
to  start  from  their  results,  but  because  philosophy  must  reflect 
life.  It  is  the  exposition  of  experience.  It  is  experience  itself 
breaking  out  into  explicitness,  blossoming  into  clear  consciousness, 
comprehending  itself — at  least  to  some  extent.  And  experience 
always  garners  its  past  into  its  present  :  what  it  is  can  Idc 
discovered  only  by  laying  out  what  it  has  been,  by  following 
the  steps  of  its  self -articulating,  self-concreting  process.  Both 
on  account  of  the  bearing  of  philosophy  upon  life,  and  of 
the  history  of  philosophy  upon  philosophy  itself,  one  may 
say  that  a  competent  account  of  its  great  systems  is  the  most 
urgent  desideratum  of  English  reflective  thought  at  the  present 
time. 

In  lieu  of  seeking  our  own  interpretation  of  the  evolution  of 
philosophy  through  its  sequent  systems,  we  have  borrowed  those 
which  have  been  offered  by  German  thinkers,  amongst  whom 
prudential  motives  are  usually  less  operative,  and  who  have 
been  as  ready  to  reconstruct  one  another  as  to  construct  the 
universe.  Aristotle  said  of  Plato  that  he  was  too  good  a  man 
for  the  wicked  even  to  praise  :  and,  verily,  the  praise  of  the 
histories  of  Zeller,  Erdmann  or  Hegel  comes   ill  from   English 


lips.  The  debt  of  English  philosophy  to  their  mastery  of  the 
history  of  reflective  thought  is  hardly  measurable  ;  and  we  have 
done  well  to  borrow  from  them  and  to  translate  them  into  our 
own  tongue.  But  translated  philosophy,  like  translated  poetry, 
has  in  it  something  that  is  radically  unsatisfactory — even  when 
the  translations  are  competent,  which  is  by  no  means  always  the 
case  ;  for,  like  poetry,  philosophy  must  be  the  outcome  of  our 
proper  and  personal  experience,  and  its  intimate  suggestiveness 
cannot  be  borrowed.  Hence,  as  every  experienced  teacher  of 
philosophy  will  acknowledge,  one  hesitates  to  place  translations 
of  these  great  works  into  the  hands  of  students.  They  will 
rarely  overcome  their  externality.  They  find  them  foreign  not 
only  in  garb  but  in  spirit  :  a  collection  of  dead  doctrines,  unillu- 
minating  and  forbidding.  And  it  is  partly  to  this  cause,  I 
l^elieve,  that,  in  this  country  in  particular,  the  history  of  philo- 
sophy has  been  deemed  to  be  a  record  of  exploded  systems, 
which  can  only  with  difficulty  be  conceived  as  having  had  at 
any  time  living  significance. 

In  these  circumstances  it  seems  paradoxical  to  introduce 
to  English  readers  another  foreign  history  of  philosophy,  and 
especially  one  which  naturally  carries  within  it  defects  of  its 
own,  in  addition  to  the  disadvantage  of  being  a  translation.  I 
shall  indicate  these  defects  in  the  proper  place,  though  it  is 
not  usual  to  cry  down  the  ware  one  brings  to  market.  In 
the  meantime  I  desire  to  point  out  the  reasons  which  have  led 
me  to  entertain  the  belief  that,  in  spite  of  its  shortcomings, 
this  History  of  Philosophical  Problems  will  prove  exceedingly 
valuable  to  students  of  the  subject. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  French,  and  not  German  ;  and,  if  that 
implies,  as  some  believe,  a  lack  of  profundity  and  of  the  exhaus- 
tiveness  which  comes  from  inexhaustible  patience,  it  also  carries 
with  it  a  certain  lucidity,  directness  and  efiectiveness  apt  to  be 
lacking  in  German  writings.  In  philosophy  everything  is  pre- 
ferable to  fog.  Through  error  the  student  may  find  his  way 
into  truth  ;  but  lack  of  clearness,  where  the  subject  is  at 
once  complicated  and  to  be  dealt  with  only  by  reflection,  is  noth- 
ing less  than  fatal.  An  indefinite  thinker  should  take  to 
mathematics  rather  than  to  philosophy  ;  for  the  problems  of  the 
former  are  at  least  explicit  and,  in  that  province,  he  can,  at  the 
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worst,  l)e  convinced  of  liis  helplessness.  The  highl}'  technical 
character  and  abstractness  of  language  characteristic  of  the  pro- 
founder  philosophical  thought  of  Germany  is  apt,  at  least  with 
English  students,  to  foster  this  indefiniteness  ;  and  it  is  not 
without  some  reason  that  even  official  exponents  of  philosophy 
have  accused  some  of  the  greatest  thinkers  of  that  country  of 
writing  "jargon."  Such  an  accusation,  however,  recoils  on  those 
who  make  it  ;  it  means  that  they  have  found  nothing  else  in 
their  writings:  they  are  unconsciously  frank.  For  it  is  quite 
impossible  to  believe  that  "jargon  "  (such  as  Hegel's  !)  could 
move  European  thought.  But  a  charge  of  this  kind  cannot 
have  even  the  show  of  truth  if  directed  against  the  philosophical 
writers  of  this  country;  and  still  less,  against  those  of  France. 
For,  in  the  qualities  of  concreteness  and  clearness,  French 
philosophy  shares  the  excellence  of  French  literature  in  general. 
It  is  a  clearness  that  extends  not  only  to  the  language,  itself 
concrete  and  direct,  but  to  the  arrangement  of  themes  and  the 
wliole  method  of  exposition.  And  if  the  grapes  one  gathers 
from  it  are  not  like  those  found  by  Jashuah  and  Caleb  at  the 
brook  of  Eshcol,  at  least  we  are  not  condemned  to  w^ander  forty 
years  in  the  wilderness. 

In  the  second  place,  the  relative  emphasis  laid  by  the  historians 
upon  the  different  systems  varies  greatly.  Apart  from  Plato, 
Aristotle  and  the  Stoics,  whose  conceptions  have  penetrated  the 
best  thought  and  practice  of  all  the  Western  nations,  the  philo- 
sophers who  have  dominated  the  mind  of  France,  Germany  and 
England,  respectively,  have  been  different.  Germany  and  England 
have  owed  4nuch  more  to  Kant  and  his  Idealistic  successors  than 
France  ;  France  and  England  have  owed  more  to  Descartes  and 
Locke  than  Germany,  and  at  the  present  moment  Leibnitz  occupies 
in  France  a  place  analogous  to  that  of  Hegel  in  England.  It  is  a 
natural  consequence  that  the  German  historians  should  have 
treated  English  systems  inadequately — even  Hegel,  who  was,  in 
some  ways,  the  most  encyclopaedic  of  them  all,  has  done  so — and 
that  their  treatment  of  French  philosophy  should  be  more  slight 
still.  Our  own  efforts  would,  no  doubt,  have  been  similarly  one- 
sided— only,  we  have  not  made  any.  It  is  manifestly  to  the 
interest  of  the  study  of  philosophy  in  this  country,  that  we  should 
observe  how   its  great  systems  appear  when  refracted  through 
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another  atmosphere,  through  minds  deeply  influenced  by  Des- 
cartes and  his  school,  and  to  which  our  own  quasi-psychological 
philosophers,  from  Locke  to  Spencer,  have  been  of  momentous 

significance. 

I  cannot,  indeed,  pretend  that  by  confining  ourselves  to  the 
French  versions  of  this  history  we  should  not  lose  more  than  we 
should  gain.     The  present  work,  scholarly  as  it  is,  contains  grave 
defects  of  omission,  and  its  accent  is  sometimes  false.   For  instance, 
the  story  of  German  philosophy  since  Kant  is  very  imperfectly  told, 
and  one  might  conclude  that  in  this  country,  except  for  Mill  and 
Spencer,  the  Scottish  philosophy,  whose  echoes  have  been  silent 
for  many  a  year,  has  had  the  last  word.     In  fact  the  Idealistic 
theory,  which  originated  in  Kant,  and  by  its  development  lx)th  in 
Germany  and  in  this  country  has  swayed,  with  almost  tyrannic 
power,  not  only  philosophic  reflection  but.  science  and  theology 
and  much  of  our  common  thought,  creating  new  intellectual  con- 
ditions, is  treated  in  a  way  which  can  only  be  called  perfunctory. 
This  is  a  graver  omission  than  can  be  laid  to  the  charge  of  any 
great  German  history  of  philosophy.     But,  on  the  other  hand,  so 
constant  is  the  pressure  of  Idealistic  thought  upon  the  mind 
of  this  country,  and  so  many  and  varied  are  the  means  of  becom- 
ing acquainted  with  these  systems,  that  teachers  of  philosophy 
will  the  less  regret  the  defectiveness  of  the  book  on  this  side. 
The  omission  is  much  more  serious  for  French  students  than 
for    ours.       To    us   the   freshness   of   the   treatment,   the    new 
emphasis  laid  upon  other  ways  of  thought  and  the  attention 
accorded  to  the  systems  that  have  here  fallen  under  comparative 
neglect,  will  more  than  compensate  for  the  omission  of  what  lies 
otherwise  ready  to  our  hand. 

In  the  third  place,  and  this  is  in  some  respects  the  most  impor- 
tant consideration,  the  history  of  philosophy  is  in  this  work 
approached  in  a  fresh  way.  "  It  is,"  say  the  authors  in  their  Preface, 
"  conceived  on  an  entirely  new  plan."  "  Our  idea  is,  indeed,  simple 
enough,  but  it  does  not  seem  to  have  been  easy  to  light  upon  or 
to  carry  out,  for  to  no  one  has  it  occurred  before  :  nowhere — not 
in  France,  nor  in  England,  nor  in  Italy,  nor  in  Germany — 
is  there  a  work  composed  on  the  same,  or  even  on  a  similar  plan." 
And  their  claim  is  on  the  whole  valid.  I  know  no  proximate 
exception  except  Windelband's  history,  and  even  Windelband's 
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plan  IS  different  in  essential  ways.  What  we  have,  then,  is  not 
a  history  of  systems  of  philosophy,  or  of  schools,  in  their  historic 
order,  such  as  we  have  had  hitherto  ;  but  a  Hiatcyry  of  Philo- 
sophical Problems.  "  We  have  taken,  one  after  another  in  their 
dogmatic  order,  the  great  problems  of  philosophy  and  given  their 
histoiy,  indicating  their  origin,  their  various  aspects  and  forms 
and  the  stage  they  liave  reached  in  our  day." 

The  objections  that  may  be  urged  against  this  method  are 
sufliciently  obvious.     In  incompetent  hands  it  may  easily  issue  in 
detached  disquisitions,  or  in  an  unsystematic  collection  of  views 
and  conspectus  of  results,  which  have  just  as  little  value  in  philo- 
sophy as  a  collection  of  answers  to  problems  in  mathematics. 
Even  in  the  best  hands,  the  special  doctrines  advanced  must  lose 
philosophical  value  and  character  just  in  the  proportion  in  which 
they  are  isolated  from  one  another  and  from  the  systems  of 
thought  of  which  they  are  parts  ;  for  none  of  the  individual 
systems  is  presented  a»  a  whole. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  in  the  ca^e  of  any  significant  philo- 
sophical thinker  his  treatment  of  all  the  profounder  problems  of 
experience  is  always  ruled  by  a  few  gi-eat  conceptions.     It  is  the 
condition  of  his  having  a  system  at  all  that  it  should  issue  from 
and  be  the  articulation  of,  great  principles.     He  has  his  working 
hypotheses  which  he  applies  to  the  fa<,ts  of  experience,  in  a  manner 
not  radically  different  from  that  of  a  great  physicist.     And  when 
such  a  thinker  is  approached  through  his  special  doctrines,  one 
strikes   again   and   again   upon   these   ruling  hypotheses.      His 
central  ideas  are  approached  inductively,  so  to  speak,  through 
their  concrete  exemplars  and  particular  instances.     There  results 
It  18  true,  an  apparent  iteration  ;  but  the  iteration  of  principles' 
m  facts  IS  the  very  making  of  sound  thought  ;  it  is  not  a  defect 
but  a  main  excellence. 

Again,  it  is  I  believe,  a  profound  truth,  never  laid  sufficiently 
to  heart  by  philosophical  teachers  and  writer  of  text-books,  that 
the  only  true  method  of  instruction  is  that  which  follows  the 
path  oi  discovery.  To  understand  a  philosophical  system  we 
must  retrace  the  steps  of  its  construction,  and  accompany  the  mind 
of  Its  author  ,n  its  quest  for  the  truth.  And  I  think  it  is  univer- 
sally true  that  philosophers  are  driven  to  construct  their  systems 
by  the  pressure  of  particular  problems.     The  creation  of  a  philo- 


sophical  system  is  a  work  of  necessity,  which  no  one  would  under- 
take if  he  could  avoid  it.     But  when  some  trusted  conviction 
proves  false,  or  some  principle  on  which  theoretical  or  practical 
Ufa  appears  to  rest  seems  itself  to  be  without  foundation,  and 
experience  is  found  to  be  like  a  house  divided  against  itself, 
there  is  no  option  left  to  those  who  have  been  called  to  think 
except  that  of  building  up  their  world  anew.     Kant's  Critiques, 
for  instance,  are  not  intelligible  except  in  the  light  of  one  or  two 
problems  whose  solution  had  become  categorically  imperative  to 
him  ;  and,  in  the  case  of  every  other  great  philosopher,  it  is  some 
particular  cry  that  breaks  his  dogmatic  slumber,  and  sets  him 
to  reconstruct  his  experience  on  a  higher  principle.     Nor  are^ 
the   conditions   entirely   different   for  the  lesser  spirits,  whose 
utmost  hope  is  merely  to  interpret  for  themselves  the  thoughts, 
of  others.     They,  too,  once  the  study  of  philosophy  has  become 
real  to  them,  seek,  in  the  first  place,  for  answers  to  problems  set  to 
them  by  their  own  experience.     Intellectual  inquiry  is  never  at  its. 
best  except  when  it  springs  from  practical  needs,  and  these  are 
always  particular.     The  scientific  investigator  in  the  physical 
laboratory  does  not  attack  nature  at  large,  but  through  clearly 
defined  problems,  and  by  means  of  specific  experiments  ;  and  the 
true  student  of  human  experience  must  follow  the  same  method, 
and  ransack  the  learning  of  the  ages  because  he  is  impelled  thereta 
by  definite  problems  arising  from  his  own  life.     He  will,  no 
doubt,  find  the  search  longer  than  he  expected.    For  in  the  world 
of  spirit  one  problem  leads  to  another,   as  in  the  province  of 
natural  facts.     Nay,  the  problem  with  which  he  sets  forth,  like 
all  the  rest  of  the  inquiries  that  it  startles  into  life,  deepens  as  he 


goes  on. 


In  this  context,  I  may  indicate  another  respect  in  which  I  find 
this  new  method  of  studying  the  history  of  philosophy  more 
true  to  its  real  spirit  than  the  old.  It  is  a  history  of  the  problems 
of  philosophy.  That  is  to  say,  it  represents  each  result  that  is 
gained  as  a  starting-point  for  a  new  endeavour  ;  and,  in  every 
instance,  after  following  the  evolution  of  a  problem  kown  the 
ages  from  the  time  of  Heraclitus,  the  Dark,  to  our  own,  what  is 
reached  is  still  a  problem.  • 

It  might  be  concluded  from  this  fact  that  this  newer  method 
differs  from  the  old  only  by  making  still  more  distressingly  clear 
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the  necessary  failure  of  philosophic  systems.      And,  no  doubt, 
there  are  minds  by  which  this  conclusion  will  be  drawn.     The  idea 
of  Evolution,  of  which  the  history  of  philosophy  is  the  gi-eatest 
concrete  illustration,  in  the  same  way  presents  each  stage  attained 
as  only  a  new  beginning,  and  is  therefore  capable  of  a  double 
rendering.     We  may  accentuate  each  stage  either  as  a  terminus 
ad  quern  or  as  a  terminus  a  quo.     "  Last  year's  nuts  are  this 
year's  black  earth,"  says  Mowgli  ;  but  it  is  just  as  true  that  "  Last 
year's  black  earth  is  this  year's  nuts  "  ;  and  the  whole  trutli  can 
be  expressed  only  by  both  of  these  statements.     If  both  aspects 
of  the  complex  fact  of  growth  be  kept  in  mind,  we  shall  find 
a  solution   to   be   valuable,  precisely   to   the   degree    in   which 
it  is  suggestive  of  further  problems,  which  are  themselves  in 
turn  only  more  comprehensive  restatements  of  the  old.     Indeed, 
thé  supreme  test  of  the  real  significance  of  a  problem  and  of 
the   method   of   seeking   an   answer   to  it  is  that   it  goes  on 
reverberating  through  the  experience  of  the  ages  of  mankind. 
If  our  questions  really  reach  down  to  experience,  they  touch  what 
is  in  constant  process  of  growth  through  reconstruction,  in  which 
there  is  nothing  old  because  there  is  nothing  new.     Knowledge, 
like  conduct,  turns,  after  all,  on  a  few  great  principles,  and  life,  on 
its  theoretical  and  practical  side,  is  a  process  through  which  these 
are  deepened  by  their  application  in  a  growing  experience.     In 
the  last  resort  we  are  always  engaged  upon  the  same  problems, 
but,  in  the  last  resort,  too,  the  meaning  of  a  problem  depends 
upon  the  massiveness  of  the  experience  which  propounds  it.     On 
these  grounds  I  cannot  but  consider  the  experiment  of  teaching 
philosophy  through  the  history  of  its  problems  as  likely  to  be  in- 
structive in  a  high  degree  ;  and,  especially  so,  if  it  be  a  history  of 
those  greater  problems  whose  very  permanence  indicates  their 
significance  and  their  vital  hold  upon  human  experience.  ' 

It  is  not  my  part  to  endeavour  to  show  in  detail  how  far  the 
authors  of  this  work  have  done  justice  to  their  own  method.  But 
I  may  indicate  one  other  feature  of  their  book  which  I  deem  valu- 
able, namely,  the  frequency  and  comparative  fulness  of  their  cita- 
tions from  the  original  authorities.  For,  after  all  that  can  be  said 
for  a  history  of  philosophy,  it  is  most  instructive  when  it  falls  into 
a  second  place  and  serves  as  means  of  introducing  students  to  the 
great  masters  of  human  thought.     No  account  of  Plato  or  Aris- 


INTRODUCTION 


XV 


totle   Spinoza  or  Kant  can  serve  as  a  substitute  for  the  studv 

o1  ouT  autort''"'"'r;  ^"'  ''  '^  "°  «"^'^*  ~ndS 
ot   our   authors   to   say   that  they  have  consistently  regarded 

themselves  a«  media.  They  have  not  forced  the  viLIS  the 
s'elltT  be'  "*°  r  P--^— '-<^  -heme,  nor  allowed  them! 
ttrw^rkTtW  '''/  'P""'  *'^^°^y^  '"^^y  1^-e  done 

Slue Tchola  JlX  ™'"^'^"^'  ^'''  ^'^^^^  ^^  '^'^--t^^ristic  only 
^C|      The  references,  which  are  very  numerous   are  h,r  „^ 

veÏ^aC"  '^"î;'/°"--*-g  them  when  necessary  ha«  been 
very   laborious.      That   no   errors   remain   is   improbable-    hnt 

Ï  "".  TV"^"  ''''  "^^'•^"<^-  -«i  the  use  ma/e  by  the  Irans 

po^sibL  ^n  t'  .'"^T  ^"f  *  "^"'^'^"°^^'  wherevi  that  ;: 
possible  will,  ,t  IS  hoped,  make  it  easier  for  the  student  to  read 

the  quotations  in  their  original  context 

witTyTe'ul'LTT  TTf""'  "  '""^  ^'^  °^  -^k-g  this  work 
widely  useful  t<)  English  students  was  that  of  reducing  its  com- 

C  to  ir:S  "T'  ^""""'"^^  ^'^•^  ^^«-^ty  --Id  have 
Tu.,  T  *^*"'  the  quotations,  or  portions  of  chapters  in 
which  the  treatment  might  appear  somewhat  prolix  Bur^  h 
of  hese  methods  are  objectionable;  the  formL  on\he  lund 
that  It  would  sacrifice  one  of  the  best  features  of  the  worfand 
the  second  on  the  ground  that  it  would  distort  the  intend  «f 
Its  authors  and  reduce  the  value  of  the  book  for  En^Ï^Zl 

to  ttm  "'^tr"*  '""  "'^*  '^  ''"^  "^  -'^^t  is  Lre  ftm  ll 
to  them.  In  these  circumstances  it  was  deemed  best  to  omit 
first,  tY..  chapters  which  deal  with  problems  that  are  onrÔf 

ProufZl  1  I  ""^^''  """^  ^'^'^Pte'-  v.,  dealing  wilh  U 
treatment  of  Logic  and  the  systematic  account  given  on  the 
ordinary  method,  of  the  philosophical  schooIs-whicTJ  adïed  1 

rieT  ."^  ''^  '^^''''  "°^''-  ^°th  of  these  latter  S  Z 
i^ued  ^  independent  treatises,  but,  on  the  whole,  their  pface  Ï 
not  inadequately  filled  by  text-books  in  logic  and  the  Wstorv 
of  philosophy  already  extant  in  this  country.  The  mI 
independent  and  continuous  account  of  the  hLxy  of  mo  lis 
ha.   been  included   in   the  translation,  both  on  alunt  o    îL 


"*W'5'WJÏ«3S«*«>:î«?^iîii^'^*^T:>)i 


il 


XVI 


INTKODUCTION 


excellence  and  of  the  poverty  of  the  literature  of  this  subject  in 
our  language. 

Professor  MahafFy  has  read  most  of  the  proofs  of  these 
volumes,  and  both  Miss  Monahan  and  myself  owe  to  him  im- 
portant criticisms  and  deep  gratitude  for  his  valuable  assistance. 


HENRY  JONES. 


The  University, 
Glasgow. 
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AVERTISSEMENT 

L'Introduction,  que  M.  le  Professeur  Jones  a  pris  la  peine 
décrire  pour  cet  ouvrage,  me  dispenserait  de  rien  ajouter,  si 
Lf"?  r^'"  ^l"i  exprimer  publiquement  mes  sentiments  de 
gratitude  pour  le  soin  avec  lequel  il  a  surveille  cette  traduction 
et  pour  le  pomt  d  excellence  auquel  il  a  su  l'amener.  J'ai  lu 
avec  une  veritable  surprise  cette  traduction,  dont  l'auteur 
mon  re,  avec  une  égale  connaissance  des  deux  langues,  une  rare 
souplesse  a  transposer  l'une  dans  l'autre,  sans  altérer  l'accent 
de  1  original. 

Cette  histoire  de  la  philosophie  est  connue  sur  un  plan  nou- 
veau.     Nous   avons   pris    l'un    après    l'autre,   dans   leur   ordre 

IZTfTr^^^^'"^"  P'"^'^""''  ^'  '*  philosophie,  et  nous  en 
avons  fait  Ihistonque,  en  en  marquant  les  origines,  les  phases 
diverses,  enfin  le  point  oî,  ils  sont  arrivés  aujourd'hui 

L  histoire  des  problèmes  est,  en  général,  noyée  dans  l'histoire 
des  écoles  philosophiques,  et  il  faut  un  travail  considérable  pour 
en  dégager  ;  encore  n'y  est  elle  jamais  d'une  manière  complète 
(ou  trouver  par  exemple  une  histoire  .suivie  de  la  question  du 
langage,  de  la  question  de  l'habitude?);  ou  bien  elle  est  mêlée 
aux  traités  dogmatiques,  mais  d'une  manière  tout  à  fait 
accessoire  et  encore  incomplète;  ou  enfin  elle  est  dispersée  dans 
un  nombre  mfin,  de  monographies  difficiles  à  réunir,  ou  sans 
suite  et  sans  unité. 

Nous  ayons  donc  cru  faire  une  œuvre  utile  en  rassemblant 

synthase   de   1  histoire   des   doctrines  sur  les  questions  fonda- 
mentales.     Cette    œuvre   est,  en  quelque  sorte,  intermédiaire 
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entre  la  théorie  et  l*histoire.  Décomposée  en  ses  différents 
problèmes,  la  philosophie  dans  son  histoire  se  présente  sous 
une  forme  plus  scientifique.  On  y  voit  mieux  la  suite  et  le 
progrès  des  idées.  Il  y  a  grand  intérêt,  pour  l'étudiant  qui 
aborde  l'étude  d'une  question,  à  connaître  l'histoire  de  cette 
question,  à  se  rendre  compte  des  solutions  qui  en  ont  été  pro- 
posées, des  grandes  hypothèses  qui  souvent  continuent  de 
s'opposer  en  se  transformant.  Rien  n'est  plus  propre  à  défendre 
l'esprit  d'un  dogmatisme  étroit  et  outrecuidant. 

A  ce  plan  on  peut  opposer  qu'une  théorie  n'a  de  sens  que  dans 
son  rapport  au  système  dont  elle  est  un  organe,  qu'elle  n'en 
peut  être  détachée  que  par  un  artifice  qui  la  fausse.  Par  là 
les  diverses  philosophies  tiennent  des  œuvres  de  l'art  et  ne 
sauraient  être  décomposées  en  fragments  qu'on  rapporte  et  qu'on 
juxtapose.  Sans  doute,  mais  notre  effort  a  été  précisément,  en 
reliant  les  problèmes  particuliers  et  leurs  solutions  aux  principes 
généraux  des  systèmes,  de  montrer  ces  systèmes  eux-mêmes  de 
points  de  vue  divers,  qui  en  développent  la  richesse  sans  en 
altérer  l'unité. 

On  peut  aller  plus  loin,  se  demander  s'il  y  a  vraiment  en 
philosophie  des  problèmes  permanents,  invariables,  dont  il  soit 
possible  de  faire  l'histoire.  D'Aristote  à  Descartes,  de  Descartes 
à  Kant,  tout  grand  progrès  de  la  pensée  philosophique  ne 
consiste-t-il  pas  dans  l'invention  d'une  méthode  nouvelle,  dans 
la  découverte  d'un  point  de  vue  original  sur  les  choses  qui  a 
précisément  pour  effet  de  substituer  aux  problèmes  anciens  des 
problèmes  nouveaux  qui  jusque  là  ne  se  posaient  point  ?  Une 
philosophie  nouvelle  est  elle  autre  chose  qu'une  transformation 
du  problème  de  la  connaissance  et  de  l'univers  ?  Il  est  très  vrai 
que  les  questions  ne  restent  pas  posées  dans  les  mêmes  termes, 
que  de  nouvelles  questions  surgissent,  qu'il  serait  parfois  possible 
d'assigner  la  date  et  l'origine  d'un  problème  jusqu'alors  inaperçu  ; 
il  est  vrai  encore  qu'une  question  secondaire,  traitée  incidem- 
ment, prend  dans  un  système  nouveau  une  place  prépondérante. 
Mais,  quoi  qu'on  en  puisse  dire,  il  y  a  des  problèmes  primordiaux, 
qui  renaissent  en  la  pensée  de  la  nature  même  des  choses,  et  qui 
se  retrouvent  transposés  d'un  système  à  l'autre  (âme  du  monde, 
harmonie  préétablie,  etc.  .  .  .)•  ^^  P^^s  que  les  problèmes,  les 
méthodes  et  les  hypothèses,  appliquées  à  leur  solution,  ne  sont 


en  nombre  indéfini  :  la  nature  de  l'esprit  les  limite,  et  d'âge  en 
âge  elles  se  répètent  et  s'opposent  en  se  perfectionnant. 

En  présentant  ce  livre  au  public  anglais,  je  dois  prier  ceux  qui 
le  jugeront  de  n'y  point  chercher  autre  chose  que  ce  que  nous 
avons  eu  l'intention  d'y  mettre.     Ce  livre  n'est  pas  un  livre  de 
pure  science;    il  y  aurait  injustice  â  le  comparer  aux  grands 
travaux  parus  en  Allemagne  et  à  l'écraser  du  poids  de  la  com- 
paraison ;  il  est  destiné  aux  élèves  de  nos  lycées  et  aux  étudiants  ; 
il  ne  se  propose  rien  de  plus  que  de  les  aider  à  entrer  dans 
l'intelligence   des    problèmes   philosophiques,   en  leur  montrant 
comment  ils  se  sont  posés,  et  quelles  solutions  en  ont  été  données 
au  cours  de  l'histoire.     Bref  ce  livre  est  ce  que  nous  appelons  un 
livre  de  classe  :  pour  juger  ce  que  nous  avons  fait,  il  est  équitable 
de  tenir  compte  de  ce   que  nous  avons  voulu  faire.     Dans  ce 
travail    de    prétention    modeste,   nous   nous  sommes   d'ailleurs 
efforcé   de   suivre   les   règles   de   la    méthode   historique;    nous 
remontons   aux   sources,   nous   multiplions   les   textes,  nous  ne 
substituons  pas  des  interprétations  ingénieuses  à  la  pensée  vraie 
des  philosophes  dont  nous  exposons  la  doctrine. 

Le  caractère  de  cet  ouvrage,  le  public  auquel  il  est  destiné, 
explique  des  lacunes  et  des  omissions  qu'il  est  trop  facile  d'y 
relever.  D'une  manière  générale  nous  avons  surtout  insisté  sur 
les  doctrines  qui  appartiennent  désormais  à  l'histoire,  en  y 
comprenant  la  doctrine  de  Kant,  dont  l'intelligence  est  nécessaire 
à  qui  veut  suivre  le  mouvement  de  la  pensée  contemporaine. 
A  partir  de  Kant,  nous  nous  contentons  d'indications  sommaires 
sur  les  divers  systèmes  qui  continuent  de  se  partager  les  esprits 
Mais  il  se  trouve  que  je  semble  avoir  fait  une  exception,  et 
précisément  en  faveur  de  deux  philosophes  anglais.  Il' en 
résulte  que  depuis  l'école  Ecossaise  et  Hamilton,  la  philosophie 
anglaise  semble  tenir  et  se  résumer  dans  l'empirisme  associa- 
tionniste  de  John  Stuart  Mill  et  l'évolutionisme  d'Herbert 
Spencer. 

Je  n'ignore  pas  les  penseurs  qui  ont  repris  en  Angleterre 
avec  une  véritable  originalité,  la  tradition  des  Fichte  et  des' 
Hegel,  en  se  gardant  des  témérités  dangereuses.  Mais  le  plan 
même  de  mon  travail  m'amenait  à  insister  sur  les  théories  de 
Mill  et  de  Spencer,  parceque  ces  théories  complètent  et  achèvent 
rempirisme,  en  le  portant  à  ses  dernières  conséquences.     Cette 
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erreur  par  omission,  peu  importante  pour  des  lecteurs  anglais, 
comme  le  remarque  M.  le  Professeur  Henri  Jones,  est  au  con- 
traire propre  à  favoriser  en  France  le  préjugé  que  la  philosophie 
anglaise  est  nécessairement  empirique.  Mais  les  peuples  se 
simplifient  pour  se  juger,  et  il  est  entendu  que  les  Anglais  sont 
empiriques,  comme  il  est  convenu  que  les  Français  sont  clairs  et 
superficiels. 

Je  demande  donc  que  ce  livre  soit  pris  pour  ce  qu'il  se  donne, 
pour  un  livre  destiné  à  introduire  les  élèves  à  l'étude  de  la 
philosophie  et  de  son  histoire,  et  mon  vœu,  en  terminant,  est 
qu'il  trouve  auprès  des  étudiants  de  langue  anglaise  le  succès 
qu'il  a  obtenu  auprès  de  nos  élèves  et  de  leurs  maîtres. 


GABRIEL  SEAILLES. 


Septembre,  1902. 
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233-235.  "     ° 

Bonnet,  Charles  (1720-1793).— On  memory,  159,  160. 

Bopp,  Franz  (1791-1867).— Comparative  grammar,  239. 

BossuET  (1627-1704).— Reason  :  God  and  the  eternal  truths,  103; 
language,  216,  217  ;  pleasure  and  pain,  293,  294  ;  the  passions,  294, 
295  ;  proofs  of  freedom  :  theories  of  theologians,  336  340. 

Boutroux,  Emile  (born  1846).— Contingency  of  the  laws  of  Nature,  349. 

Breal,  Michel  (born  1832).— On  roots  of  languages,  243. 

Brosses,  Charles  de  (1709-1 777).-Mechanical  formation  of  lanc^uac^es 
226-228.  °     ''    ' 

Brown,  Thomas  (1778-1820).— Associationism,  191,  192. 
Buffier,  Claude  (1661-1737).— Treatise  on  first  truths,  131. 
Burnouf,  Eugène  (1801-1852).- His  work  on  language,  239. 
Cardano,  Girolamo  (1501-1576).— Epicurean  theory  of  pleasure,  275. 
Carneades  (214-129  b.c.).— On  sensible  perception,  57  ;  on  freedom,  323. 
Chrysippus  (282-209   b.c.).— On   external  perception,   56  ;    the  feelings, 

265  ;   attempted  reconciliation  between  determinism   and  freedom 

321. 

Cleanthes  (pupil  of  Zeno  the  Stoic).— On  external  perception,  56. 

CoNDiLLAc  (1715-1780).- His  view  of  philosophy,  14;  language  and 
reasoning,  220-223;  origin  of  language,  223-226;  habit,  instinct 
and  reason,  371-373. 

Cousin.  Victor  (1792-1867).— Conception  of  philosophy,  21,  22  ;  psycho- 
logical method,  40;  external  perception,  76;  reason,  spontaneous 
and  impersonal,  131-133. 

Cratylus  (a  pupil  of  Heraclitus).— On  language,  204-206. 

Darwin.  Charlrs  (1809-1882).~On  the  expression  of  the  emotions  245 
246. 

Darwin,  Erasmus  (1731-1802).— Associationism,  191. 

Democritus  (born  circa  460  b.c.).— On  sensation,  49,  50  ;  reason  and  the 

senses,  81  ;    probable  theory  of  memory,  144  ;   on   language,  204  ; 

pleasure  and  pain,  250,  251  ;  on  necessity,  316. 


Descartes,   Ren^  (1596-1650).-Definition  and  division   of  philosophy, 
11-13  ;  his  psychology,  35  ;  physiology  of  the  senses,  57,  58  ;  reality 
of  the  external  world,  59,  60  ;  primary  notions  and  truths  :  mathe- 
matical rationalism,   98-103;    physiological  theory  of  memory,  150, 
151;    physiological   theory   of  the  association   of  ideas,   171,   172  1 
language,  216;  physiological  theory  of  the  passions,  277-279  ;  pleasure 
and  pain,  279  ;  use  and  dangers  of  the  passions,  280-282  ;  free  will, 
333,  334  ;  physiological  theory  of  habit,  360-363. 
P^OTTinflTR^Y  (1754-1836).-External  perception,  74,  75. 
Dumont,  L^on  (born  1837).— Quoted  on  Cardano,  275. 
Duns  Scotus  (died  1308).-Superiority  of  the  will  to  the  intellect,  34  ; 

on  universal  ideas,  95  ;  freedom  and  contingency,  328. 
Eleatics,     THE-The     distinction     between     matter    and     mind,     28; 

determinism,  315. 
Empedocles  (born  circa  492  B.c.).-Extenial  perception,  49  ;  distinction 

between  sensation  and  reason,  81  ;  the  feelin<rs  250 
Epicurus    (.341-270    b.c.). -Conception    of    philosophy,    7;    perception: 
theory  of  the  dduAa,  55  ;  sensation  the  principle  of  knowledge,  90,  91  ; 
memory  and  imagination,  147-149;  association  of  ideas:  its  double 
rôle,  170,  171  ;  psychological  theory  of  the  origin  of  language,  209  • 
theory  of  pleasure,  269,  270,  271  ;  theory  of  desire,  271  ;  the  Clinammi 
and  freedom,  322,  323  ;  mechanical  theory  of  habit,  359,  360. 
Eunomius  (4th  century).— On  language,  212. 
Fechner  (1801-1887).— Psycho-physics,  43,  44,  77. 
pXELON  (1651-1715).-God  aud  reason,  103,  104. 
F^iïfi.0762-1814).-Definition    of   philosophy,    18,    19;    conception  of 

psychology,  43  ;  on  reason,  129,  130. 
FiciNo,  Marsilio  (1433-1499).- Attacks  the  doctrine  of  Averroes,  96. 
Fouillée,  Alfred  (born  1838).-On  the  determinism  of  Socrates,  317  ; 

on  determinism  and  freedom,  349. 
Galen  (131-200  a.d.).— On  the  passions,  268. 

Garnier,  Adolphe  (1801 -1864). -On  motor  activity  in  external  perception 
74  ;  on  the  faculty  of  expression,  246  ;  desires  and  passions.  308,  309 
Gassendi  (1592-1655).— Theory  of  memory,  151. 

Gilbert  de  la  Poree  (pupil  of  Bernard  of  Chartres). -Reason  and 
revelation,  94. 

Gregory,  St.,  of  Nyssa  (331-394).-Divine  revelation  of  language,  212 
Grimm,  Jacob  (1785-1863).-Experimental  science  of  language,  239. 
GuYAU  (1854.1888).-On   the  doctrine  of  Epicurus  concerning  freedom, 

Hamilton.  Sir  Wttt t^^  (1788-1856).-On  our  immediate  consciousness 
of  external  objects,  74;  the  relativity  of  knowledge,  133-135; 
memory  and  latent  ideas,  156,  157  ;  association  of  ideas,  190,  191  • 
pleasure,  308. 

Hartley,  David  (1 705-1 757).-Method  of  psychology,  38  ;  memory,  159; 
association  of  ideas  and  cerebral  mechanism,  187. 
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Hartmann  (born  1842).— Positive  pleasures,  306. 

Hegel  (1770-1831).— Conception  of  philosophy,   19,   20  ;   conception  of 

psychology,  43  ;  reason,  130. 
Helmhqltz  (1821-1894).— Sensation,  76,  79. 
kERACLiTUS   (born  circa  500  b.c.).— Sensible  knowledge,  28  ;  sensation, 

48  ;  reason  opposed  to  the  senses,  80,  81  ;  language,  203. 
Herbart  (1776-1841).— Psychology,  43  ;  the  feelings,  307. 
Hermoqenes.— His  theory  of  language  refuted  by  Plato,  204. 
Herodotus  (born  484  b.c.).— Uses  the  term  philosophy^  1. 
Hesiod   (flourished  circa  IZb  b.c.).— Term  philosophy  not  found  in  his 

writings,  1. 

Hobbes   (1588-1679).— Association   of    ideas,    178,    179  ;    the    feelings  : 

egoism,  296  ;  determinism,  329. 
Homer,  term  philosophy  not  found  in,  1. 

Humboldt,  Karl  Wilhelm  von  (1767-1835).— Science  of  language 
239. 

Hume^  David  (1711-1776).— Philosophy  the  study  of  human  nature,  14; 
founder  of  associationist  psychology,  39  ;  the  external  world  reduced 
to  representations,  67-70  ;  the  principles  of  knowledge  and  habit, 
114,  115  ;  association  of  ideas  the  universal  principle  of  life  and  of 
thought,  182-187;  the  feelings,  304;  freedom,  342-346;  habit  and 
the  laws  of  thought,  369-371. 

Hutcheson  (1694-1746).— The  affections,  303,  304. 

Jacobi,  Friedrich  Heinrich  (1743-1819).— The  feelings,  302. 

Jamblichus  (died  circa  330  a. D.).— Freedom  and  divination,  325. 

Jones,  Sir  William  (1746-1794).— Relationship  of  languages,  238. 

Jouffroy,  Theodore  (1796-1842).— The  object  of  philosophy,  1  ;  distinc- 
tion  between  psychology  and  physiology,  40  ;  the  faculty  of  ex- 
pression, 246  ;  the  affections,  308. 

Kant  (1724-1804).— Conception  of  philosophy,  14-18  ;  psychology  and 
criticism,  42,  43  ;  external  perception,  72  ;  reason  :  analytical  and 
synthetic  judgments,  116-118;  the  matter  and  form  of  knowledge, 
118-120;  transcendental  aesthetic,  120,  121  ;  transcendental  analytic, 
121,  122  ;  transcendental  schematism,  122,  123  ;  transcendental 
dialectic,  124-127  ;  critique  of  judgment,  128  ;  practical  reason,  128  ; 
desire  and  pleasure,  305-307  ;  noumenal  freedom,  346-348. 

Lachelier,  J.  (born  1832).— Quoted  on  Descartes'  theory  of  reason,  101  ; 
theory  of  reason  mentioned,  136. 

Lamennais  (1782-1854).— Language,  235. 

Lami,  le  Père  (1636-1711).— Divine  revelation  of  language,  232. 

Larochefoucauld  (1613-1680).— Self-love  the  principle  of  all  human 
affections,  295. 

Laromiqui^re  (1756-1837).— External  perception,  74. 
^ifJMlTyj  (1646-1716).— Metaphysical  psychology,  37,  38;    external  per- 
ception and  the  pre-established  harmony,  62,  63  ;    experience  and 


reason, 


108-112  ;   memory   and   latent   perceptions,    154,    155  ;    the 


association  of  ideas  and  animal  intelligence,  178  ;  founder  of  scientific 
philology,*  217,  218  ;  theory  of  language,  218,  219  ;  theory  of  the 
passions  :  activity  and  passivity,  297,  299  ;  three  degrees  of  appetition, 
299-302  ;  pleasure  and  pain,  301,  302  ;  psychological  determinism, 
340,  342  ;  metaphysical  theory  of  habit,  365,  366. 

Liard,  L.  (born  1846). — Work  on  positivism  referred  to,  23. 

LocKE^  (1632-1 704).— Empirical  science  of  mind,  38,  39;  the  data  of  the 
senses,  63,  64  ;  reason  reduced  to  discursive  understanding,  112-114  ; 
memory,  153  ;  personal  identity,  154  ;  association  of  ideas,  179-181  ; 
ideas  and  words,  214-216  ;  the  passions,  modes  of  pleasure  and  pain, 
296,  297  ;  freedom  and  the  will,  330-332  ;  desire  and  will,  332  ; 
habit  and  innateness,  367,  368. 

Lucretius  (95-52  b.c.).— Memory  and  imagination,  147,  148  ;  language, 
209,  210  ;  freedom,  322,  323  (see  Epicurus). 

Maine  de  Biran  (1766-1824).— Eclecticism,  21  ;  psychology  and  its 
method,  41,  42;  sensation  and  perception,  74;  consciousness  and 
reason,  135,  136  ;  language  and  voluntary  motion,  235-238  ;  laws  of 
habit,  375-378. 

Maistre,  Joseph  de  (1754-1821).— Language,  235. 

Malebranche  (1638-1715).— Psychology  and  the  experimental  method, 
35,  36  ;  external  perception  and  the  theory  of  occasional  causes,  60, 
61,62;  vision  in  God,  104,  105;  memory,  151,  152;  association  of 
ideas  and  cerebral  mechanism,  172;  precursor  of  the  associationists, 
174-177;  the  desires,  287-289;  pleasure  and  pain,  289,  290;  the 
passions,  291-293  ;  God  the  principle  of  human  activity,  336  ; 
physiological  theory  of  habit,  363  ;  spiritual  habits,  364,  365. 

Mill,  James  (1773-1836).— Associationist  psychology,  44,  136  ;  insepar- 
able association,  192,  280. 

Mill,  John  Stuart  (1806-1873).— Associationist  psychology,  42,  43  ;  the 
world  a  permanent  possibility  of  sensations,  79  ;  the  principles  of 
knowledge  and  the  association  of  ideas,  137,  138  ;  the  Absolute  and 
the  Infinite,  139,  140  ;  the  laws  of  association,  193;  habit  and  insepar- 
able associations,  380. 

Molina  (1535-1600).— Doctrine  of  freedom,  339. 

Montaigne  (1533-1592).— On  pleasure,  275. 

MiJLLER,  Max  (1823-1901).— On  language,  211,  212,  218,  239;  first 
elements  of  language,  240-243. 

Ockam,  William  of  (died  circa  1349).— Revival  of  nominalism,  10  ;  on 
intuition,  34  ;  foreshadows  later  empirical  psychology,  96. 

Parmenides  (born  circa  515  b.c.).— Opposes  the  unity  of  being  to  the  data 
of  the  senses,  50  ;  reason,  81  ;  determinism,  315. 

Philo  the  Jew  (born  circa  25  b.c.).— Endeavours  to  reconcile  Judaism 
with  Hellenism,  7,  8. 

Plato  (428-347  b.c.).— The  object  of  philosophy,  3,  4  ;  portrait  of  the 
philosopher,  4,  5  ;  science  of  the  soul,  29,  30  ;  doctrine  of  external 
perception,  51,  52  ;    reminiscence  and  reason,  82-85  ;    memory  and 
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reminiscence,  144  ;  empirical  reminiscence,  144,  145,  167  ;  theory  of 
language,  204-206  ;  love,  252-254  ;  pleasure  and  pain,  254-257  ;  free- 
dom, opinion,  and  science,  317,  318  ;  habit  and  knowledge,  351,  352. 

Plotinus  (died  269  a.d.).— Conception  of  philosophy,  8  ;  psychology,  32  ; 
reason  and  ecstasy,  93  ;  pleasure  and  passion,  271,  272  ;  freedom  and 
the  Divine  action,  324,  325. 

PosiDONius  OF  Rhodes  (teacher  of  Cicero).— Passion,  267,  268. 

Priestley,  Josepfi  (1733-1804).— Associationism,  191. 

Prodicus  (see  Sophists). 

Protagoras  (born  circa  491  b.c.).— Man  the  measure  of  all  things, 
29  ;  relativity  of  sensible  knowledge,  50,  51  (see  Sophists). 

Pythagoras  (born  circa  582  b.c.).— Meaning  of  the  vf ova  philosophy,  2. 

Pythagoreans.— Sensible  knowledge,  28  ;  the  feelings,  250  ;  responsi- 
bility, 315. 

Ravaisson  (born  1813).— Quoted  on  Aristotle,  31,  89  ;  consciousness  and 
reason,  136  ;  memory,  158  ;  language,  247  ;  laws  of  habit,  378-380. 

Reid,  Thomas   (1 710-1 796).-Conception   of   philosophy,   21  ;    object   of 
psychology,  40  ;  realism  and  external  perception,  72,  73  ;  reason  and 
common  sense,  131  ;  memory,  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the  past, 
155,  156;  association  of  ideas,  188,  189;  the  feelings,  304,  305;  habit 
373,  374. 

Rexan,  Ernest  (1823-1892).-On  the  modern  method  of  the  science  of 

language,  240  ;  origin  of  language,  243,  244. 
Renouvier  (born  1815).— Theory  of  reason,  136  ;  freedom,  349. 
RiBOT  (born  1839).— His  Psychologie  Allemande  and  Psychologie  Anglaise 

quoted,    43,    44,    45;    physiological    theory  of    memory,    161-164; 

diseases  of  the  memory,  164,  165. 

Richard  of  St.  Victor  (died  1173).— Stages  in  the  ascent  of  the  soul  into 

ecstasy,  34. 
Roscellinus  (born  circa  1050).— Nominalism,  95. 
Rousseau,  J.   J.   (1712-1778).— The   origin   of  language,   229-232;    the 

feelings,  302,  303. 
RoYER.CoT.T.ARn  (1763-1845).— Psychology,  40  ;  memory,  157. 
ScHELLiNG  (1775-1854). -Conception  of  philosophy,   19,  20  ;   psychology 

43;  reason,  129,  130. 

ScHLEGEL,  Carl  W.  Friedrich  von  (1772-1829).— ^««ay  on  the  Language 

and  Wisdom  of  the  Hindoos,  238,  239. 
Schmidt,  H.— On  memory,  quoted  by  Hamilton,  156,  157. 
Schopenhauer  (1788-1860).— His  pessimism  derived  from  Kant's  theory 

of  pleasure,  306. 

Scholastics.— Conception  of  philosophy,  9,  10;    psychology,  34;    the 

senses,  57  ;  theories  of  reason,  93-95. 
Secrétan  (born  1815).— Freedom,  349. 

Seneca  (3-65  a.d.).— Definition  of  philosophy,  7  ;  the  passions,  265  ;  habit 
357, 358.  ' 

Shaftesbury  (1671-1713). -The  affections,  303. 
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Smith,  Adam  (1723 -1790). -Origin  of  language,  228,  229;  moral  senti- 
ments, 304. 

Socrates  (born  circa  469  died  399  b.c.). -Conception  of  philosophy,  3  ; 
self-knowledge,  29;  reason  :  truth  is  innate,  iruiieutic,  81,  82  ;  desire' 
251  ;  freedom,  316,  317. 

Sophists. -Psychology,  29  ;  relativity  of  knowledge,  50,  81  ;  doctrines 
refuted  by  Socrates,  81. 

Spencer,  gERBERT  (born  1820).-Psychology,  43  ;  transfigured  realisui, 
79  ;  the  principles  of  knowledge  and  the  theory  of  evolution,  138, 
139  ;  the  idea  of  the  absolute,  140-142  ;  memory  and  instinct,  160, 161  ': 
evolutionist  theory  of  association,  198-201;  pleasure  and 'pain, 
309-312  ;  habit  and  heredity,  382-387  ;  physiological  explanations 
of  habit,  385-387. 

Spinoza^  (1632-1677).- Deductive   psychology,   37;   sensible  knowledge, 
62  ;  rational  and  intuitive  knowledge,  105-108  ;  memory,  151,  152  ; 
empirical   association    and   intellectual    association,    177,    178;    the 
passions,  282-287  ;  negation  of  freedom,  335,  336. 
Stewart,  Dugald  (1753-1828).-Conception  of  philosophy,  21  ;   reason 
and  common  sense,  131  ;  association  of  ideas  and  habit,  189;  acci- 
dental and  necessary  relations,  190  ;  habit,  375. 
Stoics.— Conception  of  philosophy,  6,  7  ;  psychology,  32  ;  activity  of  the 
mind  in  sensible  knowledge,  55-57  ;  empirical  theory  of  the  principle 
of  knowledge,  89,  90  ;  memory,  147  ;  association  of  ideas,  language, 
208,  209  ;  theory  of  passion,  263-266  ;  opposition  between  Zeno  and 
and  Chrysippus,  267  ;  logical,  physical,  and  moral  proofs  of  deter- 
minism, 320,  321  ;  habit,  knowledge,  and  virtue,  355,  359. 

Taiîœ  (1828-1893).— On  modern  psychology,  78  ;  reason,  136. 

Thales  (born  circa  640  b.c.).--28. 

Themistius  (born  circa  317  a.d.).— On  the  passive  and  active  intellects,  96. 

Theophrastus  (born  circa  372  b.c.).— The  passions,  262. 

Thomas,  St.     See  Aquinas. 

Thucydides  (471-401  b.c.).— Uses  the  word  philosophy,  1,  2. 

TRACY.—Destutt  des.    See  Destutt. 

Vacherot  (born  1809).- Reason,  136. 

Verri  (1741-1816).— Pleasure,  306. 

Warburton  (1698-1779).— Language,  233. 

Weber  (1795-1878).— Physiological  psychology,  44,  77. 

WuNDT.— Psycho-physics,  43,  44,  77,  78. 

Xenophon  (born  circa  444  b.c.).— Use  of  the  word  philosophy,  2; 
Socrates  and  self-knowledge,  29  ;  Socrates  and  determinism,  316,  317* 

Zeller,  Eduard  (born  1814).— On  conception  of  philosophy  in  the  last 
period  in  Greece,  8;  on  the  Pythagoreans  and  the  problem  of 
freedom,  315. 

Zeno  the  Stoic  ;(350-268  b.c.).— Sensation,  66  ;  the  passions,  263,  265,  267. 


NOTE 


The    following    are    the    chief    English     translations    from    which 
quotations  have  been  made  : 


Plato's  Dialogues, 

Aristotle'»  Nicomachean  Ethics, 

Diogenes  Laertius^  Lives  of  the  Philosophers, 

Descartes'  Méthode  ami  Méditations, 


Professor  Jowett. 
F.  H.  Peters. 
Bohn's  Series. 
Professor  Veitch. 


Spinoza^s  Ethics, 
Leibnitz's  Monadology, 
Leibnitz's  New  Essays^ 


W.  Hale  White  and  that  of  R.  H.  M.  Elw  es. 

Professor  Latta. 
A.  G.  Langley. 


Kant's  Critique  of  Piire  Reason, 
Kant's  Critique  of  Judgment,  - 
Zdler's  History  of  Philosophy, 


Professor  Meiklejohn. 
Dr.  Bernard. 
A.  Alleyne  and  Evelyn  Abbot. 
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WHAT  IS  PHILOSOPHY 

According  to  Theodore  Jouffroy,  the  subject  of  which  Philosophy 
should  properly  treat  has  not  yet  been  determined.  This  is 
indeed  a  grave  accusation  for  a  philosopher  to  bring  against 
philosophy.  We  must  turn  to  history  for  a  reply.  History 
will  tell  us  whether  there  has  been  so  much  ignorance  and  so 
little  agreement  regarding  the  object  of  philosophy,  as  Jouffroy 
would  have  us  believe;  or  whether  beneath  many  different 
formulae  there  does  not  lie  one  idea,  more  or  less  vague  in  the 
beginning,  but  which,  remaining  on  the  whole  unchanged,  gains 
in  clearness  and  distinctness  as  the  science  progresses.  Philo- 
sophy is  in  this  not  different  from  other  sciences.  The  first 
philosophical  problem,  therefore,  to  be  considered  is:  What 
conceptions  of  philosophy  did  the  philosophers  form  at  the 
different  periods  of  its  history  ? 

:7%€  term  "  Philosophy  "  originally/  used  in  a  wide  sense. 

The  words  (piXococpoç,  (piXocrocpla  do  not  occur  either  in 
Homer  or  in  Hesiod.  Originally,  a  very  wide  meaning  was  given 
to  the  term  (piXoa-ocpoç,  It  was  used  to  indicate  the  spirit  of 
enquiry,  intellectual  culture,  every  effort  of  the  mind  to  acquire 
fresh  knowledge.  We  find  it  for  the  first  time  in  Herodotus  : 
Croesus  says  to  Solon  :  "  We  have  heard  much  of  thy  wisdom, 
and  of  thy  travels  through  many  lands,  from  love  of  wisdom 
and  a  wish  to  see  the  world."  wç  (piXoa-ocpeœv  y?jv  iroXXhv 
Oeœpltjç  €iveK€v  CTreXvXvOaç  (Her.  I,  30). 

In  Thucydides  we  meet  the  following  phrase  in  the  famous 
funeral  oration  of  Pericles  :  "  We  are  lovers  of  the  beautiful,  yet 
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simple  in  our  tastes,  and  we  cultivate  the  mind  without  loss  of 
manliness."  (btXoKoXov/uiev  julct  evTcXeiaç,  Kat  (piXocrocbovjuLev 
^v€v  /uLoXaKiac  (Thucydides,  II,  40).  (pi\ocro(p€tv  should  here 
be  taken  to  mean  the  love  of  truth  in  all  its  forms,  the  art 
of  speaking  and  thinking  correctly  and  well,  everything,  in 
short,  that  tends  to  make  man  more  truly  man.  The  word 
continued  long  to  be  used  in  this  wide  sense.  Euthydemus 
thinks  himself  "  far  advanced  in  philosophy,"  because  he  has 
collected  many  works  of  celebrated  poets  and  sophists 
{Xenophon,  Mem.  IV,  II,  23).  Isocrates  calls  his  rhetoric  rrjv 
irepi  TOVÇ  Xoyovç  (pi\oa-o(j)laVf  sometimes  simply  (f>i\o(TO(j)La, 
(piXocrocpelv  {Panegyricus), 

The  tradition  is,  that  Pythagoras  was  the  first  to  give  an 
•exact  meaning  to  the  term  "  philosophy."  "  Wisdom,"  he  says, 
"  belongs  to  no  man,  but  to  God  alone  ;  it  is  enough  for  man 
to  love  and  pursue  wisdom"  (Diogenes  Laertius,  Lives  of 
Philosophers,  Pref.). 

In  a  conversation  between  Leo,  tyrant  of  Phlius,  and 
Pythagoras,  Cicero  puts  these  words  into  the  mouth  of  the 
latter,  Baros  esse  qioosdam  qui,  caeteris  omnibus  pro  nihilo 
hdbitiSy  rerum  naturam  studiose  intuerentur  :  hos  se  appellare 
sapientiae  studiosos  (id  est  enim  philosophas)  {Tuscul.  V,  3). 
Until  the  time  of  Socrates,  philosophers,  in  the  more  exact 
sense  of  the  word,  were  called  Sages  (a-ocpol),  or  Sophists 
(a-o(pi(TTat),  or  again  Physicists  {(pvaiKoi,  (pvarioXoyoi). 

Philosophy  originally  Universal  Science, 

The  earlier  thinkers  included  in  philosophy,  both  what  we 
call  theoretical  knowledge,  that  is,  the  explanation  of  things,  and 
what  we  call  wisdom,  namely  the  practice  of  virtue,  or  prudence 
in  the  conduct  of  life.  Their  "  wisdom,"  however,  was  entirely 
practical,  and  their  science  concerned  itself  with  the  external 
world  only.  Taking  up  the  problems  that  had  exercised  the 
minds  of  the  ancient  poets,  of  the  authors  of  théogonies,  w^ho 
founded  their  explanation  of  the  universe  on  the  history  of  the 
gods,  these  first  philosophers  also  endeavoured  to  account  for 
the  formation  of  the  universe,  and  for  the  existence  of  man. 
They  sought  the  origin  of  things  either  in  the  elements,  or  in 
atoms,  or  in  numbers.  Their  philosophy  was  a  cosmogony,  and 
covered  the  whole  range  of  human  knowledge  at  that  period. 
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Socrates  leads  mankind  from  the  study  of  the  universe  to  the 
study  of  Man, 

Socrates  brought  about  a  revolution  in  philosophy,  and  gave 
It  a  new  aim  by  turning  from  the  investigation  of  nature  to 
the  study  of  man.      As  Cicero  puts  it  in  a  well-known  phrase  • 
He  brought  down  philosophy  from  Heaven  to  earth  and  intro- 
duced   her   mto    cities    and   houses."      That    is    to    say    he 
turned  philosophy  from  speculations  on  the  Universe  and  its 
origin,  to  the  consideration  of  political  and  ethical  questions 
But  Socrates  is  not  only  the  founder  of  moral  science  •  for 
twenty    centuries    the    principle    underlying    his    method    of 
reasoning  has  served  as  guide  to  the  human  mind       To  him 
the  aim  of  science  is  the  discovery  of  the^^rmanent  element 
which    hes   beneath    things  contingent  and  particular.     This 
permanent  element  is  the  general  notion,  or  the  conceptrand  the 
end  of  science  is  to  find  its  definition.     The  Socratic  method 
carried  further  by  his  followers,  developed  into  Plato's  dialectic' 
and  mto  Aristotle's  syllogistic,  and  in  the  latter  form  it  per-' 
sisted  through  antiquity,  and  through  the  middle  ages.     Thus 
until   the   time  of  Descartes,  the  task  which  phHosophers  set 
before  them  was  the  abstraction  of  universals  from  particulars 
the  defimtion  of  the  former,  and  their  systematic  co-ordination. 

With  Plato,Philosophy  is  a^ain  characterised  hy  its  Universality, 
Its  object  ts  Bexn^,  the  Good,  the  order  and  harmony  of  things. 

With  Plato  and  Aristotle,  the  universal  character  of  philo- 
sophy,  which  Socrates  had  left  too  much  in  the  background 
reasserts  itself.  To  them  philosophy  is  not  merely  physical 
or  moral  science,  nor  the  aggregate  of  all  the  sciences:  it  is 
the  supreme,  the  only  true  science,  the  science  which  dominates 
all  the  other  sciences. 

EhiIosophy,_  according  to  Plato,  is  the  a<:quisition  of  true 
knowledge  (^T,<r,f  e,r,aT^^,y).     It  has  not  for  its  object  things 
of  sense,  which  are  in  a  state  of  perpetual  flux  and  possess  no 
reahty  or  stability  :  nor  is  it  even  correct  opinion  (opBh  S6^a) 
m  which  a  man  hits  upon  the  truth  by  a  lucky  chance  with- 
out being  able  to  defend  it  logically.     Philosophy  deals  with 
«emg  or  that  which  is  wholly  real,  wholly  knowable  (to  uku 
^ai^eXcoç  o.  xa.re\^  7.WT0V).     Its  object  is,  therefore,  the 
immutable,  the  self  identical,  that  which  in  each  thing  is  the 
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very  being  of  that  thing  :  roùç  avro  apa  eKarrrov  to  ov  a<nraCp- 
jULeuovç,  (piXoa-ocpovç  k\i}t€ov  {Rep.  480  h).  This  is  what  Plato 
calls  the  Idea  (Ef^oç,  l^ea),  the  principle  of  truth  for  the  in- 
tellect, and  of  existence  in  things.  These  Ideas,  these  eternal 
archetypes  of  things,  dwell  in  the  Divine  Being  ;  all  are  summed 
up  and  included  in  the  highest  Idea,  the  Jdea.pJJihe  Crood. 
Thus  Philosophy  with  Plato  is  distinguished  from,  and  placed 
above  physical  and  moral  science,  and  becomes  in  fact 
Metaphysics,  though  it  is  not  yet  called  by  that  name. 

To  Plato,  philosophy  is  not  only  an  enquiry  into  what  is  im- 
mutable and  essential,  into  the  ideal  and  absolute  element  in 
things,  but  it  is  also,  or  rather  for  that  very  reason,  a  vision 
of  the  whole,  a  synthesis  :  o  ixev  yap  a-vvoTrriKOç  SiaXeKTiKoç  {Eep, 
537  c).  It  is  the  principle  of  harmony  in  life,  and  in  thought  : 
o  (pi\d(ro(f}oç  jULova-iKoç  ;  and  so  philosophy  is  identified  with 
wisdom,  (j)i\o(To(pia  with  aocpla,  knowledge  jVYitk-virlue.  It  is 
this  perpetual  seeking  after  the  true  and  the  beautiful,  which 
is  also  the  Good,  to  KuXoKayaOov,  that  lifts  the  philosopher 
above  the  prejudices  of  the  vulgar.  Mindful  not  only  of  his 
own  good,  but  also  of  that  of  others,  he  is  the  only  true 
statesman,  the  only  legislator  into  whose  hands  the  happiness 
and  virtue  of  the  state  can  safely  be  committed. 

"  When  he  appears  in  a  law  court,  or  in  any  place  in  which  he  has  to 
speak  of  things  which  are  at  his  feet  and  before  his  eyes,  he  is  the  jest 
not  only  of  Thracian  handmaids,  but  of  the  general  herd. 

"  When  he  is  reviled,  he  has  nothing  personal  to  say  in  answer  to  the 
civilities  of  his  adversaries.  .  .  .  Hearing  of  enormous  landed  proprietors 
of  ten  thousand  acres  and  more,  our  philosopher  deems  this  to  be  a  trifle, 
because  he  has  been  accustomed  to  think  of  the  whole  earth  ;  and  when 
they  sing  the  praises  of  family,  and  say  that  some  one  is  a  gentleman 
because  he  can  show  seven  generations  of  wealthy  ancestors,  he  thinks 
that  their  sentiments  only  betray  a  dull  and  narrow  vision  in  those  who 
utter  them,  and  who  are  not  educated  enough  to  look  at  the  whole,  and 
to  consider  that  every  man  has  had  thousands  and  ten  thousands  of  pro- 
genitors, and  among  them  have  been  rich  and  poor,  kings  and  slaves, 
Hellenes  and  barbarians,  innumerable.  .  .  .  The  Freeman,  who  has  been 
trained  in  liberty  and  leisure  (whom  you  call  the  Philosopher),  him  we 
cannot  blame  because  he  appears  simple  and  of  no  account  when  he  has 
to  perform  some  menial  task,  such  as  packing  up  bed-clothes,  or  flavour- 
ing a  sauce,  or  fawning  speech  ;  the  other  character  is  that  of  the  man 
who  is  able  to  do  all  this  kind  of  service  smartly  and  neatly,  but  knows 
not  how  to  wear  his  cloak  like  a  gentleman  ;  still  less  with  the  music  of 
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discourse  can  he  begin  the  true  life  aright  which  is  lived  by  immortals  or 
men  blessed  of  heaven"  (T/ieaetetm,  174-175). 

Aristotle's  cmception  of  Philosophy  does  not  differ  from  that 
of  Plato,      Characteristics  of  the  Philosophic  Science, 

By  Aristotle  the  term  (piXoarocpla  is  still  used  in  its  widest 

sense,  denoting  all  knowledge  and  scientific  research.     (piXo- 

o-ocpla  is  science  in    general,    and    comprises    three    different 

kinds    of    sciences:    the^  speculative,   the    practical,  and  the 

.^^ap^tie. 

"The  poetical  and  practical  sciences  treat  of  things  that  might  be  other- 
wise than  they  are,  and  that  therefore  depend  more  or  less  upon  the  will. 
The  theoretical  sciences  treat  of  that  which  is  necessary,  at  least  in  its 
principles,  and  cannot  be  altered  by  the  will.  But  a  distinction  must  also 
be  made  between  art  and  practice.  The  former  aims  at  something 
<5utside  the  agent,  which  is  to  be  the  realization  of  his  will  ;  practice  finds 
its  end  in  the  volition  itself,  in  the  mental  act  of  the  agent"  (F.  Bavaisson, 
Essai  sur  la  métaphysique  d'Aristote,  I,  p.  250). 

Aristotle  sometimes  uses  the  plural,  al  (piXo(ro(plai,  to  indicate 
the  different  branches  of  science.  Speaking  of  Mathematics, 
Physics,  and  Theology,  he  calls  them  the  three  (piXoa-ocplai 
^ewprjTiKal. 

But  the  philosopher's  proper  sphere,  philosophy  in  the  true 
■sense  of  the  word,  ^  tov  (piXoaocjyov  €7ri(rT7]juLtj,  is  the  TrpwTff 
(piXocrocpLa,  the  first  philosophy.  In  his  conception  of  this 
supreme  science  and  of  its  object,  Aristotle,  says  Zeller,  {Hist,  of 
Greek  Philosophy,  II,  2nd  pt,  p.  161,  3rd  éd.),  agrees  in  the  main 
with  Plato.  Its  office  is  the  investigation  of  Being  as  Being  : 
(to)  ovtl  II  ov  €<TTL  Tiva  'ISia,  Kal  TavT  ecTTi  irepL  œv  tov 
(piXo(T6(pov  €7narK€yp^a<T0ai  ToXrjOeç,  Metaph.  IV,  1004  h  15), 
the  essence,  or,  to  be  more  exact,  the  universal  essence  of 
the  real  {avev  /nev  yap  tov  KaOoXov  ovk  co-tlv  eTriarT^j/uLrjv  Xa^etv). 
It  enquires  into  causes  and  principles,  that  is,  into  the  first 
principles  and  ultimate  causes  of  things  {Set  yap  TavTtjv 
{(Tocpiav)  Tùûv  TTpùûTùJv  ap-^wv  /cat  aiTiœv  eîvai  ôetûptjTiKifv),  finally 
reaching  the  absolute  principle  which  presupposes  nothing 
beyond  itself.  Regarded  as  the  science  of  first  principles, 
philosophy  is,  in  a  sense,  universal  science.  Plato  distinguished 
■science,  the  knowledge  of  what  is  eternal  and  necessary,  from 
sensation  and  opinion,  whose  province  is  the  contingent. 
Aristotle    makes    the    same    distinction  :  he,  too,  thinks  that 
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science  is  born  of  wonder,  and  that  whereas  opinion  only  aims 
at  the  contingent,  philosophy  on  the  contrary  is  occupied  with 
the  universal  and  the  necessary. 

Thus  we  see  that  Aristotle's  conception  of  philosophy  was  a 
very  lofty  one.  He  has  admirably  descril)ed  its  peculiar 
characteristics. 

1.  Universality,  the  spirit  of  unity,  of  synthesis  :  Philosophy 
is  to  be  conceived  as  embracing  as  far  as  possible  the  whole  of 
things.     {Metaph.  IV,  I.) 

2.  Abstraction  and  lofty  speculation  : 

"  The  wise  man,  especially,  is  acquainted  with  all  things  scientifically. 
.  .  .  (For  perception  by  the  senses  is  common  to  all,  wherefore  it  is 'a 
thing  that  is  easy,  and  by  no  means  wise  ")  {Ibid.). 

3.  Disinterestedness  : 

"That  science,  without  doubt,  is  more  adapted  towards  giving  instruc- 
tion which  speculates  about  causes.  .  .  .  Therefore,  indeed,  nearly 
all  sciences  else  be  more  requisite  than  this  one;  but  none  is  more 
excellent"  (/6ic/.). 

4.  Independence  and  supremacy  : 

"The  wise  man  ought  not  to  be  dictated  to,  but  should  dictate  unto 
others  ;  and  this  person  ougfit  not  to  be  swayed  in  his  opinions  by 
another,  but  one  less  wise  by  this  man.  ...  As  we  say  a  free  man 
exists  who  is  such  for  his  own  sake,  and  not  for  the  sake  of  another,  so, 
also,  this  alone  of  the  sciences  is  free,  for  this  alone  subsists  for  its  own 
8ake"(/6id). 

5.  Lastly,  the  divine  character  of  philosophy  : 

"  For  that  (science)  which  is  most  divine  is  also  most  worthy  of  honour. 
But  such  will  be  so  in  only  two  ways  :  for  that  which  the  Deity  would 
especially  possess  is  a  Divine  one  among  the  sciences.  .  .  .  The  acquisi- 
tion of  this  science  may  be  justly  regarded  as  not  human.  .  .  .  But 
neither  does  the  l^ivine  essence  admit  of  being  affected  by  envy"  (Metaph 
Bk.  1,  d  II).  ^  * 

With  the  Stoics  Philosophy  takes  a  more  practical  turn,  hut 
retains  its  character  of  U^iiversality. 

With  the  Stoics,  the  fundamental  idea  of  philosophy  remains 
unchanged,  but  their  definition  is  more  concrete  and  more 
intelligible  to  the  vulgar.  Wisdom,  or  o-o^/a  was  the 
knowledge  of  things  human  and  divine.  Sapientia  est  notitia 
rerum  humanarum  divina^mmque  :  rrjv  crocplav  Oelwv  re  koi 
àvdpœirivwv  i-Tria-nj^v  (Plutarch,  De  Placitis  Philosophorum,  2). 
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But,  like  Socrates,  they  brought  all  science  back  to  matters 
of  morality   and  practice.     They   sought  nothing   by   means 
of  philosophy  except  the  principles  of  a  rational  system  of 
ethics.      Soc^/a  is  a  science  ;    (piXocroipla  is  "  the  practice  of 
a   useful   art";    t^v  Se   (piXoa-ocplav  âa-K^iv  ré^vrig  eTrirrjSelov 
(Plut.  Be  Plac.  Phil  2),  the  striving  after  virtue  :  Philosophia 
studium  virtutis  est,  sed  per   ipsam   virtutem  (Seneca,    Epist. 
LXXXIX,  7).     In  order  to  emphasize  the  connection  between 
speculative  and  practical  life,  the  Stoics  called  logic,  physics, 
and    ethics,    virtues;    a^eràç   rctç   yeviKwrara^  rpeïç,   cjyvcnK^v, 
rtOiKhv,  XoyiKYiv  (Plut.  lUd.  ;  Diog.  Laert.  VII,  92).  '  They  in- 
sisted, however,  on  the  unity  of  philosophy,  and  Diogenes  tells 
us  of  the  different  comparisons  they  used  in  order  to  make 
this  unity  intelligible  {Life  of  Zeno).     Philosophy  is  like  an 
animal  :   the  bones  and  sinews  are  logic,  the  flesh  is  ethics,, 
the  soul  physics.      Philosophy  is  like  an  egg  :  the  shell  is  logic,' 
the   white  ethics,   the  yolk  physics.     Again,  they  compared 
philosophy  to  a  fertile  plot  of  ground.     Logic  is  the  fence  that 
surrounds  it,  the  fruit  is  ethics,  the  tree  or  the  earth  is  physics. 
In  all  these  comparisions  logic  is,  as  it  were,  the  framework, 
the  means  of   defence,  the  part  that  protects  and  contains; 
physics  is  the  productive  part:  ethics  is  the  result,  the  fruit. 

Epicxinis. 

Epicurus  gave  to  philosophy  a  more  practical  turn  than 
even  the  Stoics.  He  defined  Philosophy  as  an  activity  that 
realizes  a  happy  life  through  ideas  and  discussions.  '^iriKovpo^^ 
eXeye  Tnv  (piXocro(piav  euepyeiav  etvai  Xoyoïç  koi  SiaXoyKr/moh 
TOP  evSalfxopa  ^lov  irepnroLodcrav  (Sextus  Empiricus,  Adverms 
Ethicos,  XI,  169).  And  he,  too,  divided  it  into  logic  (or 
canonic)  physics,  and  ethics.  But  he  makes  logic  and  physics 
subordinate  to  moral  dogmas,  and  for  abstract  science,  for 
mathematics,  for  astronomy,  for  all  that  is  not  of  immediate 
utility,  he  affects  a  contempt  which  bears  witness  to  the 
decadence  of  the  speculative  spirit  at  that  period. 

Triumph  of  Mysticism  in  the  last  period  of  Greek  Philosophy. 

The  peculiar  note  of  the  last  period  of  Greek  philosophy 
was  theosophy,  a  mysticism  that  sometimes  degenerated  into 
superstition.  It  was  during  this  period  that  Greece  and  the 
East  met  and  were  fused  in  Alexandria  ;  that  Philo,  the  Jew 
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(born  about  25  B.c.),  made  his  attempt  to  reconcile  Judaism  with 
Hellenism  ;  that  Apollonius  of  Tyana  (reign  of  Nero)  com- 
bined the  working  of  miracles  with  the  revival  of  Pytha- 
goreanism  ;  that  Plotinus  (204-266  a.d.)  transformed  the 
Platonic  doctrine,  and  preached  the  return  to  God  by  means  of 
ecstasy.  Science  was  more  and  more  confused  with 
mythology.  "  The  term  Philosophy  lost  all  exact  meaning  " 
(Zeller).  A  Linus  or  an  Orpheus  were  now  considered  to  be  the 
fathers  of  philosophy.  To  them  apocryphal  poems  were 
attributed,  which  in  their  vague  mysticism  were  supposed  to 
contain  all  wisdom.  Consecrations,  theurgical  superstitions, 
the  hallucinations  of  ecstasy,  all  announce  the  end  of  Philo- 
sophy in  Greece. 

Recapitulation  and  Conclusion  :  What  ivas  the  Greek  Conception 
of  Philosophy  ?  '  ^ 

It  is  clear  that  the  term  Philosophy  was  never  strictly 
defined  by  the  Greeks.  Nevertheless,  is  it  not  possible  to 
discern  in  these  divers  definitions  certain  common  elements, 
by  which  we  can  trace  the  general  character  of  Greek 
philosophy,  and  determine  its  râle  and  nature  ?  Two  points 
stand  out  clearly.  In  the  first  place,  what  distinguishes  the 
philosopher  from  others  is,  that  he  does  not  study  the 
different  branches  of  science  for  their  own  sakes,  but 
regards  them  as  the  materials  of  the  system  which  he  is 
constructing.  In  the  second  place,  every  system  is  an 
endeavour  to  form  a  conception  of  the  world  and  of  man  in 
their  mutual  relation;  to  discover  the  universal  laws  by  which 
nature  as  well  as  individual  and  social  life  are  governed  ;  to 
find  the  universal  principles  that  apply  to  all  Being.  The 
earlier  philosophy  included,  it  is  true,  all  the  sciences,  but  only 
in  order  to  gather  them  into  a  whole,  and  to  get  beyond  them 
while  reducing  them  to  unity.  Human  experience  was 
limited  ;  the  thinker  in  forming  his  system  was  not  over- 
whelmed by  the  amoimt  of  material  at  his  disposal. 
Philosophy,  however,  is  neither  a  special  science,  nor  the 
collective  total  of  all  the  sciences.  It  is  a  synthesis,  a 
consideration  of  things  in  so  far  as  they  form  a  whole,  and  are 
related  to,  and  in  harmony  with  one  another.  It  sees  man  in 
Nature,  and  Nature  in  man.      It  dwells   upon   those  ever- 


present,  ever-active  principles,  in  virtue  of  which  the  world  is 
truly  a  universe.  In  a  word,  philosophy  is,  as  Aristotle  himself 
puts  it,  the  science  of  principles  and  of  causes. 

Philosophy  in  the  Middle  Ayes,     Attempts  to  reconcile  Reason 
and  Faith. 

During  the  first  centuries  of  the  Christian  Era,  Philosophy 
became  involved  in  the  formation  of  Dogma.  The  Mediaeval 
philosophers  directed  their  efforts  towards  the  reconcilia- 
tion of  reason  and  faith,  in  order  to  harmonize  the  two 
great  acknowledged  authorities,  the  science  of  antiquity, 
and  the  new  religion.  To  show  that  the  system  of  revealed 
truths  is  the  expression  of  the  intelligible,  the  consum- 
mation of  human  reason,  and  thus  to  prove  that  in  the 
formulae  of  Christianity  the  laws  of  matter  and  of  mind,  of  the 
whole  nature  of  man,  of  his  intellect  and  his  soul,  hold  good  ; 
this  was  the  desire  and  the  hope  of  the  great  thinkers  of  the 
middle  ages.  St.  Anselm,  the  greatest  of  the  scholastic 
Platonists,  writes  :  credo  ut  intelligam.  "  I  believe,  that  I 
may  understand."  He  holds  that  faith  is  necessary  to 
intellect,  that  it  is  the  condition  even  of  its  validity.  He 
describes  his  work  as  Fides  quaerens  intellectum.  On  the 
other  hand,  Thomas  Aquinas,  the  greatest  of  the  scholastic 
peripatetics,  is  less  ambitious  ;  he  distinguishes  the  province  of 
reason  from  that  of  faith.  Eeason  prepares  the  way  and  leads 
us  to  faith  :  grace  does  not  suppress  Nature,  but  on  the  con- 
trary perfects  it.  Gratia  'naturam  non  tollit  sed  perjicit. 
The  truths  given  by  faith  cannot  be  proved  by  reason. 
Reason  can  conceive  the  unity  of  the  Divine  Essence,  but  not 
the  triplicity  of  the  Divine  Persons.  Ea  quae  pertinent  ad 
unitatem  essentia^  non  ea  quae  pertinent  ad  distinctionem 
personarum.  He  who  would  prove  the  Trinity  by  any  natural 
process  disparages  faith,  fxiei  derogat  (Summa  TheoL,  quest. 
32,  Art.  I). 

But  if  our  reason  cannot  establish  the  truths  given  by 
faith,  it  can  at  any  rate  overthrow  the  objections  that  are 
brought  against  these  truths:  Solvere  rationes  quas  inducit 
adversarius  contra  Jidem,  sive  ostendendo  esse  falsas,  sive  osten- 
dendo  non  esse  necessarian.  For  a  time  it  seemed  as  if  St. 
Thomas  had   succeeded  in  reconciling  reason  with  faith,  but 


i 


10 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


V'l 


Occam,  the  reviver  of  nominalism  in  the  14th  century,  declared 
that  everything  that  is  beyond  experience  is  beyond  reason 
and  hence  is  an  object  of  faith.  The  mystics,  on  the  other 
hand,  mamtamed  that  no  amount  of  reasoning  is  worth  one 
pious  aspiration  of  a  soul  towards  God. 

Baco7i  :  Philosophy  synonymous  with  Science.    First  Philosophy. 

With  the  Pvenaissance  philosophy   recovered    its   indepen- 
dence.      Eeligion    is    respectfully    excluded     from     rational 
speculation  by  Bacon  and  Descartes,  the  founders  of  modernj 
philosophy.     "  It  were  vain,"  says  Bacon,   "  to   endeavour  to 
adapt   the  heavenly  mysteries  of   religion   to  human  reason." 
Ba  fidei  quae  fidei  sunt,      {De  dign,  et  augm,  scient.  Ill,  2.) 
Bacon  divides  human  knowledge  into  three  branches  :  History, 
Poetry,  and  Philosophy,  corresponding  to  the  three  faculties  of 
the  human  mind  :  memory,  imagination,  and  reason.     Hence 
everythnig    that   is  an   object   for    reason,   is    an    object    for 
Philosophy.       Philosophiae  ohjectum  triplex.      Deiis,  natnra  et 
homo  (III,  Ch.  I).     It  is  the  whole  of  science,  but  a  special 
place  must  be  given  to  First  Philosophy. 

"  But  because  the  distributions  and  partitions  of  knowledge  are  not  like 
several  lines  that  meet  in  one  angle,  and  so  touch  but  in  a  point  ;  but  are 
like  branches  of  a  tree,  that  meet  in  a  stem,  which  hath  a  dimension  and 
quantity  of  entireness  and  continuance,  before  it  come  to  discontinue  and 
break  itself  into  arms  and  boughs  ;  therefore  it  is  good,  before  we  enter 
into  the  former  distribution,  to  erect  and  constitute  one  universal  science 
by  the  name  of  'Philosophia  prima'  primitive  or  summary  philosophy,  as 
the  main  and  common  way,  before  we  come  where  the  ways  part  and  divide 
themselves Being  examined,  it  seemeth  to  me  rather  a  depre- 
dation of  other  sciences,  advanced  and  exalted  unto  some  height  of  terms 
rather  than  any  thing  solid  or  substantive  of  itself»  {Advancemmt  of 
Learning,  Bk.  II).  *^ 

This  first  science  has  a  double  object.  It  deals  with  the 
axioms  that  are  common  to  the  several  sciences;  secondly,  with 
the  transcendental  conditions  of  the  existence  of  things'  (that 
which  by  nature  is  either  large  or  small,  like  or ''unlike, 
possible  or  impossible,  with  Being  and  non-Being). 

The  science  of  God  comprises  the  science  of'^God  properly 
so  called,  or  Natural  Theology,  and  the  science  of  the  Angels 
and  Spirits.  The  science  of  nature  is  either  speculative  or 
practical.     When  speculative  it  includes— firstly,  Physics,  the 
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object    of   which   is    the   discovery   of   the   efficient   and   the 
material  causes  :    secondly,  Metaphysics,  which  considers  the 
final  and  the  formal  causes  of  things.    Mechanics  as  a  practical 
science  corresponds  with  Physics,  and  Natural  Magic,  which, 
through  the  knowledge  of  forms,  should  make  it  possible  to 
introduce  any  nature   into  any   kind   of   matter,   corresponds 
with   Metaphysics.     Mathematics  is   merely  an    auxiliary   of 
science,  an  appendix  to  Physics.     Bacon   does  not  set  much 
value  on  the  deductive  sciences,  and  has  a  low  opinion  of  their 
methods.      He  constantly  contrasts  the  fruitfulness  of  induc- 
tion with  the  sterility  of  the  scholastic  method.      He  is  the 
founder    of  modern    empiricism.      Est    vera   philosophia   quae 
mundi  ipsius  voces  qtiam  fidelissime  reddit,  et  veluti  dictante  rmindo 
conscripta  est,  nee  qvidquam  de  projjrio  addit,  sed  tantum  Herat 
ct  rcsonat, 

Descartes  :  Philosophy  is   Universal  Scieme,  hut  deduced  from 
First  Principles,     Division  of  Philosophy. 

Like  Bacon,  Descartes  regards  philosophy  as,  in  truth,  the 
universal  science.  But  he  shows  more  clearly  the  connection 
between  this  First  l^hilosophy  and  the  other  sciences  which 
it  involves  and  governs.  Philosophy  is  not  the  collection  or 
sum  of  particular  truths.  It  is  the  science  of  principles,  of 
the  highest  laws  of  all  the  particular  sciences.  Philosophy  is 
both  speculative  and  practical,  but  it  is  theory  that  lays  the 
foimdations  for  practice.  In  short,  to  him,  as  to  Bacon,  phil- 
osophy is  the  science  of  nature,  of  man,  and  of  God;  but  its 
basis  and  its  unity  are  to  be  found  in  the  principle  that  thought 
turned  in  upon  itself  reaches  therein  the  idea  of  the  perfect 
Being,  God,  the  principle  of  all  being,  the  source  and  guarantee 
of  all  truth. 

In  his  preface  to  the  Principles  of  Philosophy,  Descartes  gives 
his  views  concerning  the  object  of  Philosophy  : 

«  The  word  Philosophy  signifies  the  study  of  wisdom,  and  by  wisdom  is 
to  be  understood  not  merely  prudence  in  the  management  of  affairs,  but 
a  perfect  knowledge  of  all  that  man  can  know,  as  well  for  the-t56nduct  of 
his  life  as  for  the  preservation  of  his  health  and  the  discov^  of  all  the 
arts.  And  that  knowledge,  to  subserve  these  ends,  must  necessarily  be 
deduced  from  fii*st  principles." 

Thus  it  is  the  aim  of  this  science  not  only  to  know,  but  to 
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insure  the  well-being  and  felicity  of  mankind.  From  this  point 
of  view  Descartes'  conception  of  Philosophy  appears  perhaps  to 
be  less  elevated  than  that  of  Aristotle,  who  regd:rded  disinter- 
estedness as  its  peculiar  characteristic  ;  but  Descartes  adds  : 

"  Men,  of  whom  the  chief  part  is  mind,  ought  to  make  the  search  after 
wisdom  their  principal  care,  for  wisdom  is  the  true  nourishment  of 
the  mind.  .  .  .  There  is  no  mind,  how  ignoble  so  ever  it  be,  that 
remains  so  firmly  bound  up  in  the  objects  of  the  senses,  as  not  some 
time  or  other  to  turn  itself  away  from  them  in  the  aspiration  after  some 
higher  good,  although  frequently  not  knowing  wherein  that  good  consists. 
....  But  the  supreme  good  considered  by  natural  reason  without  the 
light  of  faith  is  nothing  more  than  the  knowledge  of  truth  through  its 
first  causes,  in  a  word,  the  wisdom  of  which  philosophy  is  the  study." 

How  are  we  to  reach  this  precious  knowledge  ?  For  the 
vulgar,  and  even  for  the  greater  number  of  philosophers,  there 
are  four  kinds  of  knowled<;e. 

"  The  first  degree  contains  only  notions  so  clear  of  themselves  that  they 
can  be  acquired  without  meditation  ;  the  second  comprehends  all  that 
the  experience  of  the  senses  dictates  ;  the  third,  that  which  the  conversa- 
tion of  other  men  teaches  us  ;  the  fourth,  .  .  .  the  reading  .  .  .  of  books." 

These  are  the  lower  forms  of  knowledge. 

"  There  have  been,  indeed,  in  all  ages,  minds  which  endeavoured  to  find 
a  fifth  road  to  wisdom,  incomparably  more  sure  and  elevated  than  the 
other  four.  The  path  they  essayed  was  the  search  of  first  causes  and  true 
principles,  from  which  might  be  deduced  the  reasons  of  all  that  can  be 
known  by  man  ;  and  it  is  to  them  the  appellation  of  Philosophers  has 
been  more  especially  accorded." 

How  are  these  first  principles  to  be  recognized  ?  By  two 
signs.  The  first  is  that  they  are  so  clear  and  evident  that  the 
mind  can  have  no  doubt  of  their  truth;  and  the  second,  tliat  it 
is  possible  to  deduce  all  other  things  from  them. 

"  It  will  be  necessary  to  endeavour  so  to  deduce  from  those  principles 
the  knowledge  of  the  things  that  depend  on  them,  as  that  there  may  be 
nothing  in  the  whole  series  of  deductions  that  is  not  perfectly  manifest." 

Thus  the  true  method  of  Philosophy  is  the  deductive  method. 
Its  criterion  is  the  clearness,  distinctness,  and  concatenation  of 
ideas.     Philosophy  falls  naturally  into  several  parts. 

"  The  first  part  is  Metaphysics,  containing  the  principles  of  knowledge, 
among  which  is  the  explication  of  the  principal  attributes  of  God,  of  the 
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immateriality  of  the  Soul,  and  of  all  the  clear  and  simple  notions 
that  are  in  us  ;  the  second  is  Physics,  in  which,  after  finding  the  true 
principles  of  material  things,  we  examine  in  general  how  the  whole 
Universe  has  been  framed  ;  in  the  next  place,  we  consider,  in  particular, 
the  nature  of  the  earth,  and  of  all  the  bodies  that  are  most  generally 
found  upon  it — as  air,  water,  fire,  the  loadstone,  and  other  minerals.  In 
the  next  place,  it  is  necessary  also  to  examine  singly  the  nature  of 
plants,  of  animals,  and  above  all  of  man,  in  order  that  we  may  hereafter 
be  able  to  discover  the  other  sciences  that  are  useful  to  us.  Thus,  all 
Philosophy  is  like  a  tree,  of  which  Metaphysics  is  the  root,  Physics  is  the 
trunk,  and  all  the  other  sciences  the  branches  that  grow  out  of  this, 
trunk  ;  and  these  can  be  reduced  to  three,  namely,  Medicine,  Mechanics, 
and  Ethics.  By  the  science  of  Morals  I  understand  the  highest  and  most 
perfect,  which,  presupposing  an  entire  knowledge  of  the  other  sciences,  is 
the  last  degree  of  wisdom  "  (Pref.  to  Les  Principes). 

Characteristic  note  of  Modern  Philosophy  :  Its  starting-point ^ 
the  examination  of  Mind, 

Modern  philosophy,  which  begins  with  Bacon  and  Descartes, 
does  not  difïer  in  its  aim  from  ancient  philosophy.  Descartes* 
system  is  as  comprehensive  as  any,  and  included  all  the 
scientific  experience  of  his  time  in  the  materials  out  of  which 
it  was  constructed.  But  although  the  problem  is  the  same,  the 
spirit  in  which  it  is  faced  is  different.  The  early  philosopher 
turned  his  attention  to  objects,  studied  the  world  around  him, 
and,  accepting  the  ideas  it  suggested,  rested  content  with  the 
result  of  his  speculations.  The  modern  philosopher,  on  the  j 
other  hand,  turns  his  attention  to  the  subject  which  knows.,  j 
Even  Bacon  prepares  his  mind  for  the  investigation  of  truth 
by  forming  a  theory  of  error,  and  by  a  critical  analysis  of  the  * 
logical  methods  of  his  predecessors.  Descartes  goes  further. 
He  makes  total  doubt  the  starting-point  of  his  philosophy,, 
thus  admitting  that  the  value  of  science  depends  on  the  worth 
of  the  intelligence  which  creates  it. 

With  Loche  and  his  successors  Philosophy  becomes  a  Critical 
Analysis  of  the  Human  Understanding. 

This  truth  indicates  the  way  to  be  taken  henceforth  more 
and  more  exclusively  by  modern  Philosophy.  With  Bacon 
and  Descartes  Philosophy  did  not  lose  the  character  of  univer- 
sality given  to  it  by  the  ancients,  but  the  18th  century 
philosophers  tried  to  separate  it  from  other  sciences,  and  to 
establish   it   as    an   independent  special   science.     Philosophy 
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^eeomes  tlie  study  of  the  human  understanding  with  Locke  of 
human  nature  ^yith  Berkeley  and  Hume,  of  sensation  and  «,e 
analysis  of  sensation  with  Condillac. 

"Metaphysics,"  says  Condillac,  "is  the  science  that  contributes  most 
towards  ,nak.ng  the  mind  clear,  accurate,  and  broad  ;  and  therefore 
«hould  serve  as  a  preparation  for  the  study  of  all  the  other  sciences.     In 

menT  w  IiTTh"  """'''  "*^'''**'*  ''"''  '"  "''"^  '''  "'-^  ^^^  '>>«  state- 
metlh  n  ''"','   P^'»'»»^''»'-     But  there  are  two   kinds  of 

metaphysics.  One  .s  ambitious,  and  would  penet.ate  every  mystery. 
The  nature  or  essence  of  things,  and  their  hidden  causes  are  the  pro 
blems  which  attract  it  and  which  it  expects  to  solve.  The  other  is  mÔ^ 
modest,  and  proportions  its  researches  to  the  weakness  of  the  hun.an 
mmd.  As  indifferent  to  what  is  necessarily  beyond  its  scope  as  it  is 
^ager  to  grasp  what  is  within  its  reach,  it  knows  how  to  rem^n  within 

w  V  /  I  '"""*"  '"'"'^'  ""''  ^'t**  *  ^'«*  t«  ascertaining  its 
nature,  bu  in  order  to  know  its  operations,  to  observe  with  how  g^at 
an  ingenuity  they  are  combined,  and  by  learning  how  to  govern  them   to 

îdTtotr- "  *"'r""^  ''  "^  "^^^  '=^P*'^'«  °^-     We  -nust  trace  ;u^ 

tm  to  ^ITT'  ""':"!,  '.'*  "■■•'*'  '°  "'"^''  '""'y  ^-  -o'-d.  follow 
them  to  the  limits  prescribed  by  nature  ;  and,  having  truvelled  once  more 

^ver  the  whole  realm  of  human  understanding,  we  shall  be  ablTto 
determine  the  extent  and  limits  of  our  knowledge"  (EssaLur  Vo^g^e 
den  connausancm  humaines,  Introd.).  origine 

In  France,  at  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  century  and  at  the 
begmnmg  of  the  nineteenth,  philosophy  was  regarded  as  havin.. 
^ecome  properly  a  science  from  the  moment  the  problem  of 
the  origm  of  ideas   had   been   substituted   for  the   insoluble 

Ideoir  °"^'"    °*    """"'•       ^'^"o«°Phy    was    now 

Kant  opposed  both  to  English  Empiricism  and  to  the  Mathema- 
tical JJogmatism  of  the  Cartesiaris. 

With  Kant  a  loftier  conception  of  the  subject  matter  and 
aim  of  philosophy  begins  to  reappear.  An  endeavour  was 
made  to  reconcile  the  old  ideal  of  a  universal  science  with  the 
modem  notion  of  an  exact  science  founded  on  the  criticism 
and  analysis  of  ideas.  Kant  denies  that  empiricism  has  1 
succeeded  m  determining,  by  its  physiology  of  the  human  ' 
understanding,  the  extent  and  limits  of  human  knowledc^e 

doubf'Vut  '"  .f;"^^^^^^t^-«  -th  experience  there  can  le  no 
doubt.  But  .  It  does  not  follow  that  it  arises  from  experience  For 
It  IS  quite  possible  that  even  our  empirical  experience  is  a^ompound  o 
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that  which  we  receive  through  impression,  and  that  which  our  own 
faculty  of  knowledge  (incited  only  by  sensuous  impressions)  supplies 
from  Itself"  {Critiqwe  of  Pure  Reason,  Introd.). 

As  against  empiricism,  the  existence  and  necessity  of 
universal  and  necessary  judgments  can  be  proved.  (1)  Their 
existence  :  it  is  enough  to  quote  the  mathematical  propositions 
or,  as  belonging  to  another  class,  such  propositions  as  the 
following:  Every  change  must  have  a  cause,  (2)  Their 
necessity  :  «  They  are  the  indispensable  basis  of  the  possi- 
bihty  of  experience  itself.  .  .  .  For  whence  could  our 
experience  itself  acquire  certainty  if  all  the  rules  on  which 
it  depends  were  themselves  empirical  and  consequently  for- 
tuitous ?  "  {Ibid,  II).  ^ 

On  the  other  hand,  Kant  also   attacks   the  mathematical 
dogmatism  of  the  Cartesians.     He  devotes  a   whole  chapter 
in   his    Critique    of  Pure  Reason  to  the   distinction    between 
mathematics   and   philosophy  (2nd   Part,  Methodology,  Ch.  I). 
"The    science    of    mathematics    presents    the    most    brilliant 
example  of  the  extension  of  the  sphere  of  pure  reason  without 
the  aid  of  experience."     This  explains  the  attempt  which  was 
made  by  the  Cartesians.     "Hence  pure   reason  hopes  to   be 
able  to  extend  its  empire  in  the  transcendental  sphere  with 
equal  success  and  security,  especially  when  it  applies  the  same 
method  which  was  attended  with  such  brilliant  results  in  the 
science  of  mathematics."     This  is  exactly  what  Descartes  says 
m    the    Discours   de  la  méthode.     "  But  we  must  distinguish 
two  kinds  of  rational  cognition  :  philosophical  cognition,  which  ' 
P^ûcefiOsJ)!  ^pncepts  ;  and  mathematical  cognition,  which  pro-  ^ 
ceeds  by  the  construction  of  concepts."  ' 

Let  us  examine  this  difference,  so  that  we  may  see  why  it  is 
that  the  mathematical  method  cannot  properly  be  applied  to  . 
philosophy.     According  to  Kant,  to  construct  a  conception  is  I 
to  bring  before  the  mind,  a  priori,  the  perception  that  corre-  ' 
sponds  to  that  conception.     Take,  for  example,  the  conception 
triangle  ;  I  can  call  up,  a  priori,  the  object  corresponding  to 
this   notion,   that   is,   I   can    construct    a    triangle   that   will 
represent  it  in  concreto,  through  the  medium  of  an  intuition 
which  I  do  not  owe  to  experience. 

«The  individual  figure  drawn  upon  paper  is  empirical  ;  but  it  serves, 
notwithstanding,   to  indicate  the  conception   even   in   its   universality 
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because  in  this  empirical  intuition  we  keep  our  eye  merely  on  the  act  of 
the  construction  of  the  conception,  and  pay  no  attention  to  the  various 
modes  of  determining  it  ;  for  example,  its  size,  the  length  of  its  sides,  the 
size  of  its  angles,  these  not  in  the  least  affecting  the  essential  character  of 
the  conception  "  {CHtique  of  Pure  Reason^  p.  436). 

It  is  the  same  with  the  notion  of  number,  which  I  construct 
by  adding  unit  to  unit  ad  libitum.  But  with  philosophical 
notions,  reality,  cause,  substance,  etc.,  the  case  is  different, 
since  the  mind  does  not  discover  in  itself  a  priori  intuitions  ! 
through  which  these  notions  could  be  realized  and  represented. 
"  No  one  can  find  an  intuition  which  shall  correspond  to  the 
conception  of  reality  except  in  experience."  In  the  same  way, 
"  I  cannot  represent  an  intuition  of  a  cause  except  in  an 
example  which  experience  offers  to  me  "  {Ibid,  p.  436).  The 
philosopher  cannot,  therefore,  construct  his  conceptions,  like 
the  mathematician.  When  the  philosopher  proceeds  according 
to  mathematical  methods,  he  merely  analyses  his  conceptions 
without  getting  beyond  them,  that  is,  without  getting  beyond 
empty  forms,  or  what  is  subjective  and  illusory.  Reality, 
i.e,  the  object,  evades  him,  for  he  is  unable  to  create  it 
for  himself.  Consequently  the  mathematical  dogmatism  of 
the  Cartesians  must  be  abandoned. 

..."  The  geometrician,  if  he  employs  his  method  in  philosophy,  will 
succeed  only  in  building  card  castles.  ...  It  is  not  consonant  with  the 
nature  of  philosophy,  especially  in  the  fields  of  pure  reason,  to  employ 
the  dogmatical  method,  and  to  adorn  itself  with  the  titles  and  insignia  of 
mathematical  science.  It  does  not  belong  to  that  order,  and  can  only 
hope  for  a  fraternal  union  with  that  science  "  {Ibid.  448."^ 

The  Aim  of  Fhilospohy  is  to  determine  the  a  priori  Elements 
in  Thought  and  Action, 

What,  then,  is  philosophy  ?  It  is  the  legislation  of  human 
reason.  Its  task  is  to  determine  the  a  priori  elements  in 
thought  and  action,  to  show  their  relation  to  one  another,  to 
connect. them  in  a  system.  Philosophy  is  either  theoretical  or 
practical.  Theoretical  philosophy  determines  an  object,  defines 
its  nature  and  its  laws.  Practical  philosophy  realizes  the 
object,  that  is,  makes  it  pass  out  of  the  sphere  of  thought  into 
that  of  action.  The  former  is  the  science  of  what  is,  the  latter 
of  what  ought  to  be.     One  is  the  science  of  nature,  the  other  of 


WHAT  IS  PHILOSOPHY  17 

freedom  (Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  2nd  Part,  Chap.  Ill  Archi- 
tectonic), \ 

All  philosophy,  whether  practical  or  theoretical,  may  also 
be  divided  into  two  parts,  the  one  pure,  the  other  empi,-iml. 
1  hilosophy  18  pure  when  it  rests  exclusively  on  the  principles 
that  are  the  necessary  conditions  of  experience,  empirical  when 
It  derives  its   principles    from   experience.     Pure   theoretical 
philosophy  IS  philosophy  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term  and 
can  be  again  divided  into  two  parts,  of  which  one  treats  of 
the  matter,  the  other  of  the  fm-m  in  thought.     To  investic^ate 
notions  in   regard   to  their  form,  that  is,  hi  regard  to  their 
universal  laws,  is  the  function  of  Logù.     Metaphydcs  considers 
notions  m  regard  to  their  matter,  that  is,  in  their  relation  to 
objects.     To  put  it  in  more  familiar  language  :  the  object  of 
logic  is  truth,  that  of  metaphysics  reality,  or  rather  reality  in 
so  far  as  it  is  subjected  to  rational  and  absolute,  that  is   to 
a  priori  laws.  ' 

Metaphysics  is,  therefore,  the  science  of  the  a  priori  laws  of 
thought  m  their  relations  to  objects.     Kant  holds  this  defini- 
tion to  be  more  exact  than  that  of  Aristotle.     Aceordina  to 
the    latter,    philosophy    is    the    science    of    first  principles. 
But  which  are  the  first  principles  ?     They  are,  we  are  told 
tlie  most  general  principles.     But  what  degree  of  generality 
constitutes  a  first  principle  ?     What  would  be  thought  of  a 
system  of  chronology  that  divided  the  different  periods  of  the 
world's  history  into  first  centuries  and  succeeding  centuries  ? 
One  might  ask,   Does   the   fifth  century  or   the  tenth,  etc 
belong  to  th»  first  centuries? 

Again,  metaphysics  is  divided  by  Kant  into  two  parts  :  the 
first,  which  IS  preliminary  and  preparatory,  being  by  far  the 
most  important  in  his  system.  This  is  the  Critique.  The 
second  part  deals  with  the  systematic  concatenation  of  con- 
œpts,  and  is  metaphysics  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term 
Kant  gives  little  space  to  it,  but  it  was  to  have  due  promi- 
nence in  the  systems  of  his  followers. 

"Metaphysics,  therefore-that  of  nature  as  well  as  that  of  ethics,  but 
in  an  especial  manner,  the  criticism  which  forms  the  propaedeutic  to  all 
the  operations  of  reason-forms  properly  that  department  of  knowledge 
wluch  may  be  termed,  in  the  truest  sense  of  the  word,  philosophy  "  {IhL 
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Kant  foresees  an  objection  to  this  definition  or  division  of 
philosophy.  He  has  left  no  place  for  empirical  psychology  as 
founded  by  Locke. 

"  What  place  shall  we  assign  to  empirical  psychology,  which  has  always 
been  considered  a  pait  of  metaphysics,  and  from  which  in  our  time  such 
important  philosophical  results  have  been  expected,  after  the  hope  of 
constructing  an  a  priori  system  of  knowledge  had  been  abandoned?" 
(Jhid.  p.  513). 

According  to  Kant,  the  proper  place  for  empirical  psychology 
is   among    the   empirical    sciences.       It  should   form   part   of 
Anthropology  or  the  science  of  man,  which  is  the  highest  in  the  ' 
order   of   the  empirical   sciences,   that  is,   of   the  natural   or 
physical  sciences. 

As  for  practical  or  moral  philosophy,  it  falls  naturally  into  \ 
two  divisions  :  pure  ethics  and  empirical  ethics.     The  subject  j 
matter  of  the  former  is  the  a  priori  laws  of  freedom,  that  is, 
the  law  of  duty.     Empirical  ethics  deals  with  the  laws  of 
prudence  or  of  practical  skill,  and  it  is  connected  with  anthro- 
pology or  the  empirical  science  of  man. 

In  short,  with  Kant,  philosophy  is  substantially  limited  to 
critical  analysis  and  to  ethics,  or  rather  to  criticism  alone  ;  for 
there  is  a  Critique  of  Practical  Reason  as  well  as  a  Critique 
of  Pure  Reason,  and  philosophy  is  in  fact  the  analysis  of  the 
a  priori  laws  of  the  understanding  and  of  the  will.  Thus, 
whereas  Locke,  in  order  to  define  philosophy  and  to  mark  its 
limits,  made  the  facts  of  consciousness  its  starting  point,  Kant, 
on  the  other  hand,  endeavoured  to  make  it  once  more  the 
fundamental  science  by  defining  it  by  means  of  a  priori  laws, 
Locke  confines  himself  to  experience,  but  gets  no  further  than 
subjective  experience  as  given  in  consciousness.  Kant  also 
moves  within  the  medium  of  consciousness,  but  with  the  sole 
object  of  discovering  therein  the  ultimate  and  absolute  con- 
ditions of  experience.  The  human  understanding  is  the  object 
of  both  of  these  philosophers,  but  one  is  concerned  with 
empirical,  the  other  with  pure  understanding. 

Fichte  :  Philosopha  the  Science  of  Science. 

With  Kant's  successors,  philosophy  showed  an  increasint^ 
tendency  to  resume  its  authority  as  a  universal  and  absolute 
science,  without  losing  its  individuality  as  a  separate  science. 
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Fichte,   though   he  admits    the    legitimate    claims    of    the 
positive  and  exact  sciences,  desired  above  all  that  the  existence 
of  a  Science  of  science  (  Wissenschaftslehre)  should  be  recognized. 
Of  what  value  is  knowledge,  if  we  do  not  know  what  it  is  to 
know  ?     If,  as  Kant  says,  science  is  a  series  of  propositions 
that  are  related  according  to  certain  principles,  philosophy  will 
not    be    a    science    until    it    also    answers    that    description. 
Philosophy,   therefore    should    form    a   whole,  a   system.     It 
should    come    before   all   the  other  sciences.      Every  science 
has  Its   object  and  its  form  (logical  method).     All   the  other 
sciences   take  for  granted   both  their  matter  and  their  form. 
Geometry,  for  instance,  accepts  the  notion  of  space  and  the 
deductive  method.      Physics  assumes  the  notion  of  body  and 
the  inductive  method.     Now,  it  is  the  office  of  the  Science  of 
science,  of  philosophy,  to  inquire  into  the  principles,  both  formal 
and  material,  of  the  other  sciences,  that  is,  into  their  contents 
and  into  their  method.     But  the  Science  of  science  has,  like 
other  sciences,  its  matter  and  its  form.     How  are  these  to 
be  determined  ?     Shall  it  be  through  another  science  ?     No  : 
for  such  a  process  would  go  on  ad  infinitum.     The  Science  of 
science  being  the  first  science,  and  having  for  its  object  first 
principles,  must  be  its  own  justification.     Thus  Fichte's  defini- 
tion does  not  differ  from  those  of  Aristotle  and  Descartes. 

Schelling  and  Hegel  restore  the  Universality  of  Philosophy. 
Fichte's  definition,  like  that  of  Kant,  gave  an  exact  meaning 
to  philosophy,  and  restored  to  it  the  rank  of  first  science   of 
which  It  had  been  deprived  by  Lccke.     But  in  this  definition, 
philosophy  IS  confined  to  the  region  of  pure,  subjectivity.     To 
Kant,  philosophy  means  the  Criticism  of  Eeason:  to  Fichte 
It  IS  the  systematic  developmerrrof  the  idea  of  the  Ego,  the 
science  of  the  necessary  acts  of  the  intellig^ence.     The  essential 
and  absolute  character  given  to  philosophy  by  Kant  and  Fichte 
was  maintained  by  their  successors,  who  continued  to  regard  it 
as  the  science  of  the  a  priori  laws  of  Eeason,  that  is,  as  the 
Science  of  science.     But  by  widening  its  sphere,  by  ascending 
to  the  idea  of  the  universal  principle  of  the  ego  and  the  non- 
ego,    they    restored    to   philosophy    the    universality    it   had 
possessed  in  the  systems  of  the  ancients  and  of  Descartes 
without,  however,  like  them,  confusing  it  with  the  concrete  and 
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particular  sciences.  With  Schelling  tlie  subject  and  the 
object,  nature  and  spirit  are  identical  in  the  absolute  ;  we 
recognize  this  identity  through  intellectual  intuition  {intel- 
lectuelle Anschauung).  Philosophy  develops  the  two  terms 
of  this  identity,  and  comprises  consequently  two  fundamental 
sciences.  Either  objectivity  is  taken  as  the  starting  point» 
and  then  the  problem  is  to  show  how  from  the  object  there 
proceeds  a  subject  in  agreement  with  it.  This  is  speculative 
physics.  (The  perfect  theory  of  nature  would  be  a  theory  that 
resolved  the  whole  of  nature  into  intelligence.)  Or,  secondly, 
it  brings  the  object  out  of  the  subject  ;  actual  and  uncon- 
scious reason  is  brought  back  to  ideal  and  conscious  reason 
{Die  réelle  oder  bewusstlose  Vevîumftthàtigkeit  avf  die  ideelle  oder 
hewusste),  revealing  in  nature  the  visible  organism  of  our 
understanding.  This  is  transcendental  philosophy.  "  It  is 
the  business  of  all  philosophy  to  evolve  either  nature  out  of 
intelligence  or  intelligence  out  of  nature." 

Hegel  resinned  Schelling's  philosophy  of  itleiitity,  l)ui  he 
professed  to  give  it  scientific  and  definite  form.  We  have 
not  on  the  one  side  tlie  real,  and  on  the  other  mind — on 
the  one  side  the  phenomenon,  and  on  the  other  the  noumenon. 
Only  thought  exists,  thought  which  gives  to  things  their 
truth  and  reality  ;  and  in  it  is  the  Absolute,  all  that  is,  all 
that  can  be.  Its  principle  and  its  form  are  the  necessary, 
uni>^ersal  laws,  and  the  dialectical  movement  is  the  history  of 
things.  Thought  being  the  Absolute,  all  reality  is  a  determination 
of  thought;  the  real  is  identified  with  the  intelligible,  logic 
with  metaphysics,  and  the  dialectic  of  reflective  intelligence  with 
the  necessary  relations  of  the  notions  and  categories,  of  nature. 

Thus  philosophy  is  the  thought  of  the  absolute  truth,  the 
idea  thinking  itself  {die  sich  denhende  Idee),  the  self-knowing 
truth  {die  sich  loissende  Wahrheit).  It  comprises  Logic,  the 
science  of  the  pure  Idea,  the  science  of  the  Word,  of  reason 
anterior  to  all  that  is,  the  philosophy  of  nature  ;  and  the 
philosophy  of  spirit  considered  in  itself  and  in  its  progressive 
development  :  philosophy  of  right,  of  art,  of  religion,  and 
the    history   of  philosophy. 

Beid  and  his  disciples  reduce  Philosophy  to  Psychology, 
While  Kant  and  his  successors  were  restoring  to  philosopliy 
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its  former  dignity,  the  Scottish  philosophers,  Pteid  and  Dugald 
Stewart,  although  they  differed  from  Locke  in  their  fundamen- 
tal doctrines,  nevertheless  formed  a  conception  of  philosophy 
that  was  practically  the  same  as  his.  They  both  discarded 
metaphysics,  or  the  science  of  first  principles,  as  raising  insoluble 
prol)lems,  and  reduced  philosophy  to  psychology. 

"  As  all  our  knowledge  of  the  material  world  is  derived  frcAii  the  in- 
formation of  our  senses,  natural  philosophers  have  in  modern  times 
wisely  abandoned  to  metaphysicians  all  speculations  concerning  the  nature 
of  that  substance  of  which  it  is  composed.  ...  A  similar  distinction 
takes  place  among  the  questions  which  may  be  stated  relative  to  the 
human  mind  .  .  .  questions  perfectly  analogous  to  those  which  meta- 
physicians have  started  on  the  subject  of  matter.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
inquire  at  present  whether  or  not  they  admit  of  answer.  It  is  sufficient 
answer  for  my  purpose  to  remark  that  the  metaphysical  opinions 
(which  we  may  happen  to  have  formed  concerning  the  nature  either  of 
body  or  of  mind  .  .  .  )  have  no  necessary  connexion  with  our  inquiries 
concerning  the  laws,  according  to  which  these  phenomena  take  place. 
Whether,  for  example,  the  cause  of  gravitation  be  material  or  immaterial 
is  a  point  about  which  two  Newtonians  may  difï*er,  while  they  agree 
perfectly  in  their  physical  opinions.  ...  In  like  manner,  in  the  study  of 
the  human  mind,  the  conclusions  to  which  we  are  led  by  a  careful 
examination  of  the  phenomena  it  exhibits,  have  no  necessary  connexion 
with  our  opinions  concerning  its  nature  and  essence  "  (Dugald  Stewart, 
Vol.  I,  pp.  48-9). 

The  Eclectic  School. 

In  France  there  fiourished,  at  the  beginning  of  the  nine- 
teenth century,  what  is  known  as  the  eclectic  or  spiritualistic 
school.  Founded  by  Eoyer-Collard,  established  by  Victor 
4-ousia_  and  his  disciple  Jouffroy,  this  school  owes  its 
originality  and  true  form  more  particularly  to  the  doctrines  of 
Maine  de  Biran,  whom  Cousin  called  the  first  metaphysician 
of  his  time.  What  were  the  views  of  this  school  concerning 
the  real  object  of  philosophy?  From  its  first  origin  the 
scliool  was  divided  into  two  branches,  the  German  and  the 
Scottish,  the  first  being  represented  by  V.  Cousin,  the  second 
by  Jouffroy.  Victor  C^ousin^s  opiiiinn  on  this  snbjppf.  wa»  fba 
same  as  that  of  the  German  philosophers.  In  1818  hp-  was  a 
follower  of  Fichte,  in  1828  of  Hegel. 

"In  my  opinion,"  he  said,  in  1818,  "just  as  every  truth  is  in  the  first 
place  such  and  such  a  truth,  and  has  besides  something  in  it  which  makes 
it  a  truth,  so  also  every  science  is  composed  of  an  individual  element  in 
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virtue  of  which  it  is  this  particular  science  and  not  another,  and  of  a 
superior  non-individual  element  which  gives  to  it  the  character  of  science. 
But  what  is  it  that  constitutes  truth  qtta  truth  and  science  q2ia  science  ? 
This  fundamental  question  when  analyzed  gives  rise  to  many  other 
questions,  and  hence  to  a  whole  science  which  might  be  called  the  science 
par  excellence^  the  first  science,  more  strictly  speaking  the  science  of 
science." 

Ill  1828  Cousin  no  longer  regards  philosophy  as  the  science 
of  science  merely,  but  as  thought  thinking  itself  and  containing 
in  itself  all  the  elements  of  reality:  this  is  Hegel's  conception. 

*'  Philosophy,"  he  said,  "  is  in  fact  a  method  ;  there  may  be  no  truth 
belonging  to  it  exclusively,  but  all  truths  belong  to  philosophy,  in  as 
nmch  as  philosophy  alone  can  give  the  explanation  of  them,  test  them  by 
examination  and  analysis,  and  convert  them  into  ideas.  Ideas  are  the 
adequate  form  of  thought  ;  in  other  words,  they  are  thought  thinking 
itself,  knowing  itself,  having  itself  for  its  object." 

Thus  philosophy  is  no  longer  merely  the  science  of  science 
a  kind  of  superior  logic  ;  it  is  the  science  of  the  whole  realm 
of  thought,  of  all  its  forms  and  all  its  fundamental  notions 
(the  Useful,  the  Just,  the  Holy,  the  Beautiful).  It  embraces 
reality  itself  in  its  essential  and  universal  elements.  It  is  no 
longer  only  a  system  of  logic,  it  is  metaphysics. 

While  Cousin  was  returning  to  the  most  lofty  conception 
of  philosophy,  Jouffroy,  more  faithful  to  the  spirit  of  the 
Scottish  school,  seemed  to  postpone  metaphysics  indefinitely, 
and  severed  himself  from  Cousin,  classing  him  among  those 
whom  he  calls  the  seekers  after  the  Absolute.  He  divides 
philosophical  questions  into  two  classes:  questions  of  fact 
and  ulterior  questions  (Preface  to  Pteid,  p.  Ixvi.),  but  the  latter 
he  only  admitted  in  so  far  as  they  are  related  to  and  solved 
by  the  former.  According  to  him,  what  constitutes  the  unity 
of  philosophy  is  that  it  comprises  every  question  of  which  the 
answer  must  be  sought  in  a  fact  or  a  law  of  the  human  mind. 
All  philosophical  questions  have  their  common  root  in 
psychology.  In  other  words:  "All  philosophy  is  a  single 
tree,  of  which  pyschology  is  the  trunk,  and  the  other  parts 
are  the  branches." 

Negation  of  Philosophy  :  Positivism, 

Having  questioned  philosophei-s  on  the  subject  of  philosophy, 
let  us  now  turn  to  those  who  make  it  their  boast  that  they 
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are  not  philosophers.  If  we  are  to  believe  the  Positivists. 
phijgsgphy,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term,  has  ceased  to 
exist.  It  had  a  raison  d'être  at  the  time  when  it  was 
possible  for  one  mind  to  contain  the  comparatively  few- 
existing  elements  of  experience.  Then  philosophy  was  indeed 
synonymous  with  science,  and  men  were  stimulated  by  its 
vain  dreams.  To-day  the  sciences  are  divided,  and  they 
multiply  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  subjects  for  in- 
vestigation that  are  discovered.  There  is  no  place  left  for 
metaphysical  philosophy  which,  banished  from  the  human 
mind  as  well  as  from  the  external  world,  from  psychology  as 
well  as  from  physics,  is  reduced  to  wandering  about  in  an 
imaginary  region.  Its  very  history  condemns  it.  After 
centuries  of  existence,  not  only  has  it  not  reached  any  final 
and  universally  accepted  solutions,  but  even  its  proper  aim 
and  its  method  are  still  matters  of  dispute.  Compare  the 
progress  made  by  positive  science  with  the  impotence  of  a 
p7'iori  speculation:  the  inference  is  inevitable.  We  must! 
conclude  that  everything  beyond  positive  knowledge  is  in- 
accessible to  the  human  mind.  "No  proposition  that  is  not 
finally  reducible  to  the  simple  enunciation  of  either  a  par- 
ticular or  a  general  fact  can  contain  any  meaning  that  is  real 
and  intelligible."  Facts  and  their  laws,  phenomena  and  their 
fixed  relations  to  one  another,  this  is  the  true  province  of  the 
human  mind.  ^ 

The  reason  why  all  speculation  as  to  the  Absolute  is  in- 
admissible is  that  all  hiiTnan  knnwlf^dge  is  relativp  The  ^ 
positivists  do  not  prove  the  relativity  of  knowledge  by  an 
analysis  of  mind,  but  by  a  history  of  the  sciences.  Every 
science  before  it  became  a  positive  science,  well  defined  in  its 
aim  and  method,  passed  through  two  preparatory  stages: 
the  theological  and  the  metaphysical.  All  the  sciences  have 
passed  through  these  two  transitory  stages  :  the  more  simple 
were  the  first  to  free  themselves;  the  more  complex  have 
scarcely  yet  reached  the  positive  stage.  And  let  no  one  here 
object  that  there  would  be  always  reserved  for  metaphysics  at 
least  the  role  of  a  universal  and  synthetic  science,  for  it  is 
precisely  the  business  of  positive  philosophy  to  satisfy  the 
desire  of  the  human  mind  for  unity.  The  different  sciences 
are    distinct    from    one    another,  but   they  are   not  isolated. 
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Apprehending  phenomena  in  their  mutual  relations  they  tend 
by  their  very  progress  to  form  a  whole,  and  to  l^eeome  science. 
True  philosophy  consists  in  the  discovery  of  the  connection 
between   the   sciences,  and    in    the    consequent  co-ordination 
of  their  results  and  principles.     In  the  realm  of  facts,  in  the 
first    place,    the    most    simple    facts    are    the    most  general; 
generality   is   in  inverse    ratio  to    complexity:    for  example, 
physical  phenomena  are  more  simple  and  more  general  than 
biological   phenomena.       Secondly,  every   order    of    existence 
presupposes  as  its  condition  an  inferior  and  simpler  order  of 
existence  ;  for  instance,  organic  matter  presupposes  inorganic 
matter.     Hence  it  is  possible  to  discover  in  the  sciences,  as 
well  as  in  the  objects  they  are  concerned   with,  a  system  of 
subordination  and  inter-dependence,  and  to  form  therefrom  a 
hierarchy,  in  which  the  most  abstract  and  general  science  is 
the  starting  point,  the  condition,  the  basis  of  the  more  con- 
crete and  particular  science  which  immediately  follows  it  in 
this    scheme    of   classification.      Mathematics,   being  presup- 
posed   by  all  the  other  sciences,   has   the  highest  place,  the 
mathematical  properties  are   the  most  simple,  and  the  most 
universal  (Algebra,  Arithmetic,  Geometry,  Mechanics);    then 
follow    in     order     of     decreasing    generality    and     increasing 
complexity,  Astronomy,  which  could  not  exist  without  Mathe"^ 
matics.  Physics,  Chemistry,  Biology,  Sociology,  or  the  science  of 
human  societies.      This  is  not  an  arbitrary  classification.      It 
determines     the    connection     between     the     sciences,     their 
reciprocal  relations  and  the  order  of  their  historical  progress  ; 
and  at  the  same  time  it  represents  the  actual  relations  whicli 
exist  between  phenomena.      This  method  of  classification  con- 
stitutes scientific  philosophy,  the  only  philosophy  that  will  be 
henceforward  possible  or  legitimate. 

Becapitulation  and  Conclusion,  Distinction  hetivcen  Science 
and  Philosophy. 

Notwithstanding  the  strictures  of  the  Positivists,  it  may  be 
said  that  two  notions  more  or  less  connected  appear  to  be  the 
result  of  the  work  done  by  modem  philosophy.  On  the  one 
hand  philosophy  is  the  science  of  science,  the  science  of  the 
a  priori  laws  of  thought  and  Being.  Again  philosophy  is  the 
science  of  the  human  mind.      It  is  distinguished  from  other 
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sciences  by  two  of  its  data  :  (1)  the  fact  of  conscioustiess,  in 
which  the  sul)jective  is  opposed  to  the  objective— whence 
Psychology  ;  (2)  the  notion  of  the  universal,  or  of  uniti/,  to 
which  all  the  other  sciences  are  subjected  even  while  they 
seem  to  contradict  it— whence  Metaphysics.  Philosophy  has 
oscillated  between  these  two  points  of  view  for  two  centuries, 
^lany  different  ways  of  reconciling  them  have  been  proposed. 
Kant  discoverpd  Mip  n  priori  |nws  tl^rnnnrV.  the  criticism  of 
mind  ;  Victor  Cousin  admits  tliese  laws  as  laws  of  conscious- 
ness.  Biran  gonig  deeper  deduces  them  like  Fichte,  but  in  a 
<li3brent  manner,  from  the  reflective  analysis  of  the  ego.  In 
short,  that  there  is  a  necessary  connection  between  these  two 
notions  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  every  great  philosopher 
has  had  a  system  of  metaphysics  as  well  as  of  psychology. 

We  need  not  discuss  Positivism  here.     Suffice  it  to  say  that 
the  problem  of  philosophy  is  not  the  same  as  the  problem  of 
science,    and    this    fact    in    itself   justifies    and    assures    the 
existence  of  philosophy.     In  presence  of  the  same  world,  this 
same   intellect  of  man  will  ever  attempt  to  solve  the   same 
problems.      Positivism  would  forbid  man  the  fruit  of  the  tree 
of  knowledge.     We  may  be  sure  that   the  human  mind  will 
always  seek   the   forbidden    fruit.     To    generalize    is   not   to 
explain.     The  universal  law  would  be  merely  a  very  o-eneral 
fact,  which,  by  comprising  what  is  common  to  all  other  facts, 
would  co-ordinate  them.      In  vain  we  ascend  from  one  law  to 
another.      By  this  method  we  never  reach  either  reasons  or 
causes.      Were   the   task   of  positive   science   completed,   the 
human   mind    would    still    be    unsatisfied,   for   it  demands  a 
science    of    the    whole,    of    the    absolute,    the    necessary,    of 
principles  and  causes.     The  metaphysical  prol)lem  has  still  to 
be  faced,  because  many  of  the  questions  that  force  themselves 
on  the  mind  have  not  been  solved,  and  scientific  knowledge  is 
not  adequate  to  the  solution  of  them. 

Again,  science  itself  is  only  a  fact  among  other  facts. 
How  is  science  possible  ?  Under  what  conditions  are  we  to 
conceive  the  universe  ?  A  science  of  science,  an  analysis  of 
the  mind  and  of  its  laws,  is  needed.  Here  is  another  opening 
for  metaphysics.  An  object  only  exists  for  me  because  I  per- 
ceive it,  the  world  exists  only  because  it  becomes  my  thought  ; 
to  the  objective  point  of  view  the  subjective  is  now  opposed, 
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the  point  of  view  in  which  if  it  were  not  for  thought  every- 
thing would  melt  away.  The  niind  is  now  no  longer  satisfied 
with  a  statement  of  facts,  and  of  laws,  which  are  only  more 
general  facts.  It  longs  to  understand,  to  pursue  thought  to 
the  end,  and  thereby  to  reach  the  truly  intelligible.  Philosophy 
is  just  this  striving  after  the  intelligible,  this  desire  to  dis- 
cover the  meaning  of  things.  It  cannot  disappear  from  the 
world,  for  it  will  ever  spring  up  again  from  reflection  on  the 
part  played  by  the  subject  in  knowledge. 
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CHAPTER  II 
THE  PSYCHOLOGICAL  PROBLEM 


What  is  Psychology  ?i    Wliat  is  its  object  ?    Is  it  the  science 
of  the  mind  and  its  faculties,  or  the  science  of  the  phenomena 
of  consciousness,  or  the  investigation  of  the  nervous  phenomena 
that  are  accompanied   by  consciousness?      These   definitions, 
which  are  less  opposed  to  one  another  than  at  first  appears,' 
imply  at  any  rate  the  existence  of  a  separate  science  of  the 
human  mind.     On  this  point  there   seems   to   be  a  general 
agreement.     As  we  shall  see,  it  was  long  before  the  psycho- 
logical   problem    was    made   distinct    from    the    problem    of 
philosophy,  taken  as  a  whole  ;  and  when  we  have  followed  the 
history  of  Psychology,   we  may  perhaps   also   find   that   the 
attempts  made  in  early  times  to  grasp  phenomena  in  their 
mutual  relations  were  not  altogether  mistaken  ;   for  the  fact 
remains  that  all  things  are  interdependent— man  and  the  world, 
mind    and    body,  subject  and   object,  that  which   is   thought 
and  the  mind  that  thinks  it  are  all  part  of  the  same  whole. 
Psychologists  may  separate  their  science  from  the  science  of 
metaphysics  ;    they  may  take  up  a  position  in  the  midst  of 
phenomena,  and  refuse  to  consider  anything  except  phenomena  ; 
but  metaphysics  can  never  cease  to  be  interested  in  the  study 
of  mind,  which  is,  after  all,  its  centre  of  perspective. 

»  The  word  Psychdorfy  is  of  recent  origin.  In  ancient  times  the  study  of 
the  soul  was  a  part  of  the  philosophy  of  nature.  In  the  Middle  Ages  the 
Science  of  Spirits  (Souls  ?)  is  called  Pneumatology.  It  comprises  the  study  of 
God,  angels,  man,  and  even  of  animals  so  far  as  they  are  intelligent.  The 
word  Psychology  was  first  used  in  Germany  at  the  end  of  the  16th  century  r 
the  psychology  of  angels  held  a  place  side  by  side  with  the  psychology  of  man. 
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Between  the  time  of  Thaïes  and  that  of  Socrates,  the  Human 
Mind,  which  had  been  at  first  altogether  occupied  with  External 
Things,  began  gradually  to  turn  upon  itself 

Pre-8ocratic  philosophy  was  a  philosophy  of  nature.  Men 
accepted  the  ideas  suggested  by  sensible  impressions,  and,  being 
solely  occupied  with  the  world  about  them,  they  never  thought 
of  observing  their  own  minds.  The  experience  of  death,  it  is 
true,  soon  led  to  the  distinction  between  soul  and  body,  but 
the  soul  was  conceived  as  a  subtle  and  vivifying  lireath  of  air, 
which  escaped  through  the  mouth,  or  through  the  open  wounds 
(Homer,  Iliad,  XVI,  505,  856;  XXII,  362).  The  earliest 
philosophers  hardly  went  beyond  this  point  of  view,  for 
they  did  not  distinguish  between  the  corporeal  and  incor- 
poreal, between  the  extended  and  the  unextended.  Neither 
the  Pythagorean  Number  nor  the  Unity  of  the  Eleatics  were 
spiritual  essences.  Number  and  Being  were  the  substance  of 
bodies,  the  matter  out  of  which  they  are  made,  and  the  need 
of  a  science  of  mind  was  not  felt. 

Before  Psychology  could  begin  to  exist  it  was  necessary  that 
the  world  should  engross  the  attention  of  man  less  exclusively, 
and  that  spirit  should  turn  away  from  things  and  back  upon 
itself.  From  Thaïes  to  Socrates  we  can  trace  this  progress 
towards  subjective  reflection.  In  art  the  epic  was  succeeded 
by  lyrical  poetry,  then  by  the  drama.  The  drama  first  took 
the  form  of  the  epic,  the  plastic  tragedies  of  Aeschylus  ;  then 
there  follow^ed  the  thoughtful,  religious,  and  moral  tragedies  of 
Sophocles  ;  finally,  the  psychological,  controversial,  subtle 
tragedies  of  Euripides.  In  politics  a  democracy  fickle  and 
excitable,  founded  on  free  discussion,  succeeded  an  aristocracy 
which  had  been  nourished  on  traditions. 

In  philosophy,  Heraclitus,  the  Pythagoreans,  the  Eleatics, 
and  the  Atomists  all  agreed  in  declaring  that  the  true  nature 
of  things  is  not  learnt  through  the  senses,  and  this  suggested  a 
criticism  of  the  mind  and  of  its  powers  of  knowing.  At  last, 
Anaxagoras  makes  the  distinction  between  nnnd  and  matter. 
In  order  to  bring  harmony  from  chaos,  the  intervention  of  a 
regulating  and  motive  power  was  needed.  This  power,  he 
said,  must  be  intelligence,  vov^,  a  simple  substance  omnipotent 
and  omniscient.  OKola  efxeWev  ecreo-Oai  koi  okoiu  *jv  Kai  aa-cra 
pvu  €(rTi  Kal  cmoîa  ccttui  iravra  SieKocr/nrjo'e  vooç. 
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With  Anaxagoras  vovç  seems  to  have  been  still  only  a  force 
of  nature,  but  the  rôle  which  he  ascribes  to  intelligence,  the 
idea  of  which  was  taken  from  the  human  consciousness,  pre- 
pared the  way  for  the  philosophy  of  Socrates.  By  the  Sophists, 
creative  thought  is  identified  with  the  human  intellect.  Prota- 
goras regards  man  as  "  the  measure  of  all  things  "  :  hvOpwiro^ 
lj.€Tpov  TravTwv  (Diog.  Laert.  IX,  51). 

Socrates.      The  yvœOi  creavrov  :  Self-eooamination. 

Socrates  was  the  first  to  make  of  self-examination  a  philo- 
sophic method.  His  principle  was,  Vvwdi  creavrov  :  nosce  te 
ipsum.     Socrates  says  : 

"  *  Tell  me,  Euthydemus,  have  you  ever  gone  to  Delphi  ?  '  *  Yes,  twice.^ 
*Aiid  did  you  ever  observe  what  is  written  somewhere  on  the  temple 
wall — K710W  thyself?  '  *  I  did.'  '  And  did  you  take  no  thought  of  that 
inscription  ;  or  did  you  attend  to  it,  and  try  to  examine  yourself  to  ascer- 
tain what  sort  of  character  you  are V  'I  did  not  indeed  try,  for  I 
thought  that  I  knew  very  well  already,  since  I  could  hardly  know 
anything  else  if  I  did  not  know  myself.'  *  But  does  he  seem  to  you  to 
know  himself  who  knows  his  own  name  merely  ?  .  .  .  Is  it  not  evident 
that  men  enjoy  a  great  number  of  blessings  in  consequence  of  knowing 
themselves,  and  incur  a  great  number  of  evils  through  being  deceived  in 
themselves  ?  For  they  who  know  themselves  know  what  is  suitable  for 
them,  and  distinguish  between  what  they  can  do  and  what  they  cannot 
and  by  doing  what  they  know  how  to  do,  procure  for  themselves  what 
they  need  and  are  prosperous  ;  and,  by  abstaining  from  what  they  da 
not  know,  live  blamelessly,  and  avoid  being  unfortunate  '  "  (Xenophon, 
Mem.  Book  lY,  Chap.  II). 

Socrates  saw  clearly  the  principle  of  the  return  of  mind 
upon  itself.  Still  we  cannot  attribute  to  him  the  intention  of 
making  the  human  mind  the  object  of  a  distinct  science.  With 
him  all  knowledge  is  implied  in  the  yvœOi  a-eavrov. 

Through  self-knowledge  we  discover  the  logical  processes  by 
which  truth  is  acquired,  and  also  the  rules  of  moral  conduct. 
It  teaches  us  what  we  are  and  what  is  suitable  to  our  nature, 
and  what  it  is  that  truly  constitutes  good  and  evil.  In  shorty 
Socrates  identifies  self-knowledge  with  dialectic  and  ethics. 

Plato:  The  Science  of  Mind  inchided  in  Physics  and  Meta- 
physics. 

To  Plato,  as  to  Socrates,  the  ultimate  cause  of  events  and 
beings  is  the  Good,  which  is  the  principle  of  knowledge,  the 
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supreme  end  of  all  action.      But   this  idea  of  the   Good  was 
by  Plato  developed  into  a  vast  system  in  wliich  tlie  universe, 
the  state,  and  the  individual  are  co-ordinated,  and  which  makes 
the  present,  the  future,  and  the  past  of  all  existing  things  into 
an  organized  whole.     The  human  soul  cannot  be  understood 
apart  from  other  things  ;  it  has  its  own  place  in  the  system  of 
things,  and  the  study  of  it  is  a  branch  of  physics.      Between 
the  sensible  world,  such  as  it  appears  to  us,  and  the  world  of 
ideas  revealed  to  us  by  Eeminiscence,  a  medium   was  needed. 
This  medium  is  the  soul  of  the  world,  the  creation  of  which  we 
witness  in  the  Timaeus.     The  world-soul  is  the  principle  of  all 
life,  of  all  order,  of  all    motion,  and    of   all  knowledge   here 
below.      It    is    of   this    world-soul    that   individual    souls   are 
parts.     In  its  nature  and  composition,  the  explanation  of  the 
faculties  of  the  individual  soul  will,  on  a  last  analysis,  be  found. 
Psychology,  therefore,  as  a  distinct  and  specialized  science  of 
mental  phenomena,  does  not  exist  for  Plato  ;  nevertheless,  he  did 
much  to  advance  the  knowledge  of  the  human  mind.     In  the 
Phaedo,  the  distinction  between  the  soul  and  the  body  and  the 
supremacy  of  the  former  over  the  latter  ;  in  the  RepuUic  (v.), 
the  division  of  the  soul  into  three  parts  {vovs,  Ovjuloc,  eTriOu/uLia) 
corresponding  to  the  three  souls  in  the  Timaeus,  and  having  the 
head,  the  breast,  and  the  belly  as  their  respective  seats  ;  the 
theory  of  degrees  in   knowledge  (eiKaarla,  ttio-tiç,  So^a,  p6^<riç) 
in  the  Repvhlic  (vii.)  and  of  earthly  and  heavenly  love  in  the 
Symposium-,    the    theory    of    pleasure    in    the    Fhilehus;    the 
opposition  of  sensible  and  intelligible  things  (to  ala-Orp-ov,  to 
voriTov)  in  the  Theaetetus  and  in  the  Bepuhlic  (iv,  v.)  ;  lastly, 
the  final  triumph  of  the  Good  through  the  punishment  of  evil 
in  the  Gorgias  :  these  are  great  theories  which  constitute  what 
may  be  called  the  psychology  of  Plato,  though  it  is  true  that 
they  are  part  of  his  metaphysics  and  physics. 

Aristotle,  though  he  did  not  separate  the  Science  of  the  Soul 
from  Physics  and  Metaphysics,  yet  made  a  Special  Study  of  it. 

Aristotle  was  the  first  to  give  special  attention  to  the  phe- 
nomena of  soul  as  we  observe  them  in  ourselves.  To  him 
philosophy  was  a  vast  encyclopedia  of  sciences,  all  of  whicli 
were  related  by  their  principles,  but  distinct  as  to  their  objects. 
Amongst  these  what  place  does  he  give  to  the  science  of  the 


soul  ?    He  regarded  it  as  part  of  physics  (the  science  of  nature), 
which    itself    depends    on    First    philosophy  or   Metaphysics, 
the  science  of  the  principles  of  all  being.     Its  method  is  that 
of  every  science,  namely,  observation  and  analysis,  but  always 
from  a  speculative  and  metaphysical  point  of  view.     And  now, 
what  does  this  science  deal  with?     Aristotle  does  not  admit 
the  existence  of  the  world-soul.    He  does  not  exactly  look  upon   ) 
the  world  as   an  organized  living  whole,  an  animal  governed  , 
by  one  and  the  same  soul,  but  rather  as  a  collection  of  beings,  \ 
united    only   by   a  common   tendency   towards  a  higher  end,    i 
towards  a  perfection  that  is  above  them  all.     (F.  liavaisson, 
IJssai  sur  la  Méthode  d'Aristote,  Vol.  II,  p.  155).      The  science 
of  the  soul  is,  with  him,  a  general  and  comparative  science  of 
every  kind  of  soul,  of  the  soul  which  is  the  principle  of  organiza- 
tion in  plants,  which  is  the  cause  of  motion  and  sensation  in 
animals,  and  which  thinks  in  man.    The  soul  is  the  principle  of 
life,  which  in  the  case  of  man  rises  to  intelligence.     Aristotle 
distinguishes  in  the  soul  four  parts,  namely,  the  nutritive,  sensi- 
tive, and  intellectual  faculties,  and  the  faculty  of  locomotion 
(to  OpeiTTiKov,  ala-OjjTiKou,  SiavotjTiKov,  kIptjctiç,  Be  Anima,  II,  2.) 
The  lower  faculties  may  exist  without  the  higher,  but  the  latter 
cannot  exist  without  the  former,  except  in  the  case  of   the 
rational    soul    (fieiapriTuoi),    the    only    one    that    is    separable 
(X^jO^o-ToV),  and  it  is  a  different  kind  of  soul  {eTcpov  y^v^v^ 
yevoç.  Be  Anima,  II,  2).     But  Aristotle  not  only  defines  the 
nature  of  the  soul  and  distinguishes  its  powers,  he  also  in- 
vestigates its  phenomena,  and  in  his  investigation  gives   evi- 
dence of  his  remarkable  genius  for  observation.     To  the   three 
books  of  the  Uepl  y^roxm  he  adds  short  treatises  on  special 
questions  :  sensation,  memory  and  reminiscence,  sleep,  divination 
in  dreams.     His  analysis  of  sensation,  of  memory  and  its  laws, 
his  definition  of  pleasure  and  of  voluntary  activity,  are  the  first 
examples  of  a  scientific  theory  of  mental  life. 

epicureanism,  Stoicism,  Neo-Platonism. 

With  Epicurus,  philosophy  meant  the  application  of  reason 
to  the  pursuit  of  happiness.  Psychology  he  treats  as  a  branch 
of  physics,  which  again  he  makes  subordinate  to  ethics. 
Atomism  presupposes  a  sensualistic  theory  of  knowledge,  but 
by  reason  of  the  swerving  or  declension  of  atoms  (a  motion 
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which  has  no  cause)  man  has  free  will.  In  the  Stoics  we  find 
the  same  attention  to  the  practical  side  of  life,  and  the  same 
connection  made  between  psychology  and  physics,  and  between 
physics  and  ethics.  The  world  was  conceived  ])y  them  as  a 
living  organized  body,  whose  soul,  regarded  as  both  material 
and  intelligent,  both  extended  and  exercising  providential 
foresight  and  care,  was  God.  The  distinction  between  what 
is  corporeal  and  what  is  spiritual  was  still  so  vague,  that  it 
disappeared  altogether.  The  human  soul  was  to  the  human 
body  what  the  divine  soul  was  to  the  world:  that  is  activity, 
effort,  tension  (eTrKTrvjULtju  eu  ropcp  koi  Swd/mei  KelaOai,  Stoh.  Ed. 
II,  130).  For  the  explanation  of  psychical  phenomena  they 
have  no  principles  except  those  of  physical  phenomena.  The 
human  soul,  which  is  material,  knows  itself  by  a  kind  of 
internal  contact  :  knowledge  is  a  kind  of  tension.  Neverthe- 
less, the  conception  of  consciousness  and  of  the  ego  is  dis- 
cernible in  Stoicism,  and  according  as  men  became  al^sorbed 
in  ethical  problems,  their  attention  was  more  and  more  drawn 
to  the  problem  of  human  nature. 

The  psychology  of  the  Neo-Platonists  was,  like  the  rest  of 
their  pliilosophy,  of  an  entirely  theological  character.  Their 
world-soul  was  the  third  hypostasis,  emanating  from  the  vov<s, 
the  Word  was  a  kind  of  eradiation  of  it,  just  as  the  vov^  itself 
emanates  from  the  Supreme  Unity.  Like  Plato  and  the  Stoics, 
Plotinus  looks  on  the  world  as  a  single,  organic,  and  living 
being,  pervaded  by  a  great  soul  in  which  are  contained  all  the 
individual  souls,  though  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  they 
are  to  be  distinguished  or  separated  from  it.  Thus  with 
Plotinus  also,  the  science  of  the  human  soul  was  merely  an 
appendage  of  the  science  of  the  world-soul,  and  its  principles 
were  borrowed  from  those  of  cosmogony. 

Summary. 

In  conclusion,  we  may  say  that  psychology  as  a  distinct  and 
independent  science  of  the  human  soul,  or  of  its  phenomena, 
did  not  exist  for  the  ancients.  Until  Socrates,  psychology  was 
altogether  ethical.  To  Plato  it  was  an  episode  in  cosmology, 
a  deduction  from  his  theory  of  a  world-soul.  Aristotle  indeed 
suppressed  this  single  primitive  soul,  but  his  science  of 
individual  souls  was  not  the  science  of  the  human  soul,  for  it 
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was  dependent  on  his  metaphysical  theory  of  the  four  causes 
as  well  as  on  his  physics. 

In  the  Epicurean  system,  the  soul  is  merely  an  accident; 
the  Stoics  and  Neo-Platonists,  on  the  other  hand,  introduced 
once  more  a  world-soul,  thereby  condemning  themselves  to  a 
search  in  the  unknown  after  the  causes  of  mental  phenomena, 
instead  of  observing  the  latter  directly  in  themselves. 

St.  Augustine  :  Supreme  Importance  of  Self-knowledge. 

The  Christian  religion  naturally  led  the  human  mind  to 
examine  itself.  St.  Augustine  foresaw  the  new  direction  which 
philosophy  was  to  take,  and  proclaimed  it  in  an  authoritative 
manner. 

To  the  question  "What  is  the  object  of  philosophy?"  he 
answers,  It  is  the  knowledge  of  God  and  of  self.  "  Deum  et 
animam  scire  cupio. — Nihilne  plus? — Nihil  omnino."  (Soliloq. 
I,  7).  In  his  contempt  of  physics,  he  naturally  gives  the 
highest  place  to  the  science  of  the  soul.  Mhil  enim  tarn  novit 
mens,  quam  id  quod  sihi  praesto  est,  nee  menti  magis  quid- 
quam  praesto  est,  quam  ipsa  sihi  {De  Trin.  XIV,  7).  We 
should  look  unto  ourselves,  rather  than  out  on  the  world.  In 
order  to  make  the  foundation  of  science  secure,  St.  Augustine 
begins  with  an  examination  of  scepticism.  Through  doubt,, 
reflection  discovers  the  highest  among  truths,  the  existence,, 
namelv,  of  thought. 

"  Vtriim  aeris  sit  vis  vivendi  .  .  .  an  ignis  .  .  .  homines  dubitaverunt 
.  .  .  vivere  se  tamen,  et  meminisse  et  intelligere,  et  velle,  et  cogitare,  et  sdre^ 
etjudicare  quis  duhitet?  Quandoquidem  etiam  si  duhitat,  vivit  .  .  .  (De 
Trinitate,  X,  14).  From  the  knowledge  of  himself,  as  a  being  who  doubts, 
and  aspires  after  truth,  man  is  able  to  ascend  to  God.  A'^oli  foras  ire,  in  te 
redi  ;  in  interiore  homine  habitat  Veritas,  et  si  aniinara  mutabilem  inveneris^ 
transcende  te  ipsum  "  {De  vera  relig.,  72). 

Beside  these  formulae  which  remind  us  of  Descartes,  we 
occasionally  find  in  St.  Augustine  analyses  that  make  us  think 
of  Locke  or  Thomas  Eeid  (See  the  remarkable  passages  on 
memory  in  the  Confessions,  X,  Chaps.  VIII-XVI).  But  with 
him,  especially  in  his  later  works,  psychology  began  to  be 
subject  to  theology  and  hampered  by  insoluble  problems,  such 
as,  for  example,  that  of  predestination. 
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Influence  of  Neo-Platonism  and  of  St.  Augustine  and  Aristotle 
in  the  Middle  Ages. 

The  thinkers  of  the  middle  ages  contril)uted  no  new  idea  and 
no  new  method  in  philosophy.  They  adopted  the  theories  of 
St.  Augustine,  of  the  Alexandrian  mystics  and  of  Aristotle,  but 
under  the  influence  of  Christianity  the  feeling  of  the  inward 
life  grew  stronger  and  the  consciousness  of  self  became  more 

clear. 

Some  of  the  mediaeval  philosophers,  as  P>ernard  of  Chartres 
(1070-1160),  and  William  of  Conches,  adopted  Plato's  theory  of  a 
world-soul.  The  school  founded  by  Hugh  (1096-1141)  and 
Eichard  of  St.  Victor  (died  1173),  invented,  on  the  other  hand,  a 
kind  of  progressive  method,  in  which  the  soul  is  lifted  by  six 
stages  to  ecstasy,  the  final  goal  of  contemplation.  In  a 
remarkable  treatise,  De  Anima,  William  of  Auvergne  (died  1249) 
clearly  distinguishes  psychology  from  physics,  and  declares  that 
to  deny  the  existence  of  the  soul  is  a  contradiction,  because  this 
negation  itself  presupposes  thought.  Thomas  Aquinas  resumed 
the  theories  of  Aristotle,  making  such  alteration  in  them  as 
orthodoxy  demanded.  Duns  Scotus,  a  more  original  thinker, 
opposed  to  the  Determinism  of  St.  Thomas  a  theory  in  which 
Divine  Liberty  is  the  principle  of  all  that  exists,  and  human 
liberty  the  highest  of  all  man's  faculties — voluntas  superior 
intellectu.  The  superiority  of  intellectual  intuition  over  the 
intuition  of  sense,  was  affirmed  .by  William  of  Occam,  the 
reviver  of  Nominalism,  who  seems  to  have  had  a  presentiment 
of  the  empirical  psychology  of  his  English  compatriots. 

Intellectus  noster  non  tantuni  cognoscit  sensibilia,  sed  etiam  in 
particulari  et  intuitive  cognoscit  aliqua  intellectibiUa,  quae  nullo  modo 
«cadunt  sub  sensu,  cujusmodi  sunt  intellectiones,  actus  voluntatis  delectatio 
tristitia  et  hujusmodi,  quae  potest  homo  experiri  in  se,  quae  tanien  non 
sunt  sensibiUa  nobis,  nee  sub  aUquo  sensu  cadunt  (Sentent..,  Prolog,  q.  I). 
This  intuition,  moreover,  reaches  only  the  states,  and  not  the  substance 
of  the  soul  (Quodlibet,  I,  q.  10). 

Mediaeval  pneumatology  was,  on  the  whole,  then,  more  a 
theological  commentary  on  the  psychologies  of  Plato,  Aristotle, 
and  St.  Augustine,  than  a  scientific  development  or  a  revival  of 
psychology  itself.  It  was  a  science  not  of  the  human  mind, 
but  of  spirits,  and  boldly  dealt  with  such  questions  as  the 
nature  of  the  soul  and  the  knowledge  of  the  angels. 


THE  PSYCHOLOGICAL  PROBLEM 


35 


The  Cartesian  Beform. 

Descartes  escaped  from  scepticism  by  his   Cogito  ergo  sum, 
and  found  in  this  truth  the  criterion  of  evidence.     May  he 
therefore  be  called  the  founder  of  psychology,  as  the  science  of 
mental   phenomena?     Yes,  in   a   sense;   for  instance,  in  the 
Meditations,  he  distinguishes  three  kinds  of  ideas,  the  factitious, 
adventitious,  and  innate  ideas  (III),  and  analyzes  the  idea  of  the 
infinite  in  such  a  manner  as  to  supply  in  advance  a  reply  to 
the  objections  urged  by  Locke  (III).     He  also  proves  that  the 
will  has  a  part  in  judgment  and  in  error  (IV),  and  he  anticipates 
the  Scottish  school  in  his  analysis  of  the  illusions  of  sense  (VI). 
AH  this,  however,  was  connected  with  and  formed  an  essential 
part  of  his  metaphysics.     Still,  by  taking  the  subjective  point 
of    view^    and    by    substituting    the    criticism    of    knowledge 
(methodical  doubt)  for  the  old  dogmatism,  Descartes  may  truly 
be  said  to  have  opened  out  a  new  road  to  thought,  and  to  have 
founded  modern  philosophy.      Our  knowledge  of  the  body  is 
not  immediately  certain,  and  may  be  doubted  ;  but  the  mind 
cannot  doubt  its  own  existence,  because  all  thought  involves  the 
certainty  of  the  existence  of  the  ego  which  thinks.     It  is  when 
the   mind  reaches    itself    that  it  for  the   first   time    reaches 
reality.     Descartes,  by  putting  the  reflection   of  thought  on 
itself  before  everything  else,  prepared  the  way  for  the  empirical 
psychology  of  Locke,  who  sought  to  mark  the  range  and  limit 
of  human  knowledge  through  the  study  of  the  human  under- 
standing ;  for  the  spiritualistic  metaphysics  of  Leibnitz,  in  which 
the  universe  is   constituted  after  the  model  of  the  soul  ;  and 
lastly,  for  the  criticism  of  Kant,  who  sought  in  the  analysis  of 
the  cogito   the   laws    of    the    phenomenal    world.     We    must 
remember  too,  that,  in  his  Traité  des  Fassions,  Descartes  pre- 
pared the  way  also  for  the  physiological  psychology  of  our  day, 
which  seeks  in  the  facts  of  organic  life,  and  more  especially  in 
the  cerebral  mechanism,  the  laws  of  internal  phenomena. 

With  Malebranche  Psychology  begins  to  le  an  Experimental 
Science. 

Malebranche  seems,  at  first  sight,  to  have  been  even  further 
than  Descartes  from  making  a  science  of  psychology  ;  for,  while 
the  latter  taught  that  our  knowledge  of  the  mind  is  clearer 
than  our  knowledge  of  the  body,  Malebranche,  on  the  contrary. 


'Il 


\ 


36 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


THE  PSYCHOLOGICAL  PROBLEM 


37 


If 


teaches  that  we  have  a  clearer  knowledge  of  our  bodies  than  of 
our  minds. 

"  Although  we  know  the  existence  of  our  souls  more  distinctly  than  the 
existence  of  our  own  bodies,  or  of  the  bodies  that  surround  us,  still  we 
have  not  so  perfect  a  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  soul  as  of  the  nature^ 
of  the  body.  {Recherche  de  la  Vérité,  III,  7,  4).  We  only  know  the  soul 
through  coimdoume&s^  and  it  is  for  this  reason  that  our  knowledge  of  it  is 
imperfect  {Ibid.).  I  know  clearly  the  parts  of  what  is  extended,  because  I 
can  easily  see  the  ratios  between  them.  It  is  not  the  same  with  my 
being.  I  have  no  idea  of  it.  I  cannot  see  the  archetype  of  it.  I  am  un- 
able to  discover  the  ratios  between  the  modifications  which  affect  ni}' 
mind.  The  consciousness  which  I  have  of  myself  informs  tne  that  I  am> 
that  I  think,  and  desire,  and  feel,  and  suffer,  etc.  But  it  does  not  tell  me 
what  I  am,  or  the  essence  of  my  thought,  or  of  my  will,  my  feelings,  my 
passions,  and  my  pain  ;  nor  do  I  learn  through  it  the  ratios  between  all 
these  things,  because  again,  having  no  idea  of  my  soul — being  unable  to 
see  its  archetype  in  the  Divine  Word — I  cannot  discover  by  contemplating 
it,  either  what  it  is,  or  the  modes  of  which  it  is  capable,  or,  lastly,  the 
ratios  between  these  modes,  relations  of  which  I  have  a  lively  conscious- 
ness without  knowing  them  "  (3rd  Entretien  sur  la  Métaph.), 

In  other  words,  psychology  is  an  imperfect  science,  because 
it  does  not  admit  of  the  application  of  the  mathematical 
method.  But  it  is  just  because  "  we  only  know  of  the  soul 
what  we  feel  takes  place  in  it,"  that  the  experimental  method 
must  be  used  instead  of  the  deductive  method  in  the  science 
of  the  mind. 

"  It  were  very  useless  to  meditate  on  the  things  that  take  place  within  us. 
if  it  be  done  with  the  purpose  of  discovering  their  nature.  For  we  have  no 
clear  idea  either  of  our  being  or  of  any  of  its  modifications,  and  the 
nature  of  things  is  only  discovered  by  examining  the  clear  ideas  which 
represent  them.  But  we  cannot  reflect  too  much  on  our  feelings  and 
internal  actions,  in  order  to  discover  the  connections  and  relation.^  between 
them,  and  the  natural  or  occasional  causes  that  excite  them.  For  this  is 
of  the  greatest  consequence  to  ethics.  The  knowledge  of  man  is  of  all 
sciences  the  one  most  necessary  to  our  subject.  But  it  is  only  an  ex^pcri- 
mental  science  resulting  from  reflection  on  what  takes  place  in  our- 
selves" {Morale,  I,  Ch.  V,  §§  16  and  17). 

Thus  in  Malebranche's  system  Psychology  is  separated  from 
Metaphysics  even  more  than  Physics,  and  in  his  analyses  of  the 
errors  of  the  senses,  of  memory,  and  of  imagination,  as  well  as 
in  his  theory  of  occasional  causes,  he  appears  as  the  precursor  of 
modern  Associationists. 
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Spinoza  :  Deductive  Psychology. 

Spinoza,  like  Malebranche,  asserts  that  the  mind  has  only  an 
inadecjuate  and  confused  idea  of  itself  ;  but  he  concludes  that 
the  true  science  of  the  soul  is  not  to  be  sought  in  internal 
observation  :  it  should  be  entirely  deduced  from  the  nature  of 
God.  Man  is  not  in  nature  like  "an  empire  within  an 
empire  "  ;  he  does  not  disturb  the  order  of  the  universe,  he  forms 
part  of  it. 

"...  For  Nature  is  always  the  same,  and  everywhere  one  and  the 
same  in  her  efficacy  and  power  of  action  ;  that  is,  Nature's  law^s  and 
ordinances,  whereby  all  things  come  to  pass  and  change  from  one  form  to 
another,  are  everywhere  and  always  the  same  ;  so  that  there  should  be 
one  and  the  same  method  of  understanding  the  nature  of  all  things 
whatsoever,  namely  through  Nature's  universal  laws  and  rules.  .  .  . 
I  shall,  therefore,  treat  of  the  nature  and  strength  of  the  emotions 
according  to  the  same  method,  as  I  applied  heretofore  in  my  investigations 
concerning  God  and  the  mind.  I  shall  consider  human  actions  and 
desires  in  exactly  the  same  manner  as  though  I  were  concerned  with  lines, 
planes,  and  solids  "  {Ethics,  3rd  Pt.  In  trod.). 

JS'ot withstanding  this  semblance  of  a  geometric  deduction,  we 
find  in  the  second  book  of  The  Ethics  {De  Mente)  some  very 
interesting  observations  on  the  intellectual  faculties,  and  the 
third  book  {De  Affectihus)  contains'  one  of  the  most  complete 
and  powerful  analyses  of  the  phenomena  of  feeling  and  passion 
that  has  ever  been  made. 

Leibnitz  :  Combination  of  Metaphysics  and  Psychology  y  the  latter 
Q^emahiing  siibordinate  to  the  former. 

The  metaphysics  of  Leibnitz  is  permeated  with  psychology. 
The  world,  he  teaches,  is  composed  of  simple  substances, 
spontaneous  activities,  forces  which  are  to  be  conceived  in  the 
same  way  as  we  conceive  our  own  souls,  spiritual  atoms,  whose 
reality  is  expressed  in  the  activities  of  perception  and  appetition 
{perceptio,  appetitio).  Still  Leibnitz  was  not  a  psychologist, 
but  a  metaphysician.  He  only  saw  details  in  their  relation 
to  the  whole;  even  when  he  considers  a  fragment,  it  is  in 
the  whole  that  he  is  interested.  Being,  like  Descartes, 
enamoured  of  mathematical  analyses  and  of  clear  and  dis- 
tinct ideas,  he  reasoned  more  than  he  observed.  If  he 
made  consciousness  his  starting  point,  it  was  because  his 
dialectic,  leading   him   to   the   notion    of  force,  brought    him 
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back  to  himself,  and  constrained  him  to  adopt  a  subjective 
point  of  view.  "  While  seeking  the  ultimate  causes  of 
mechanism  and  the  laws  of  motion,  I  was  very  much  surprised 
to  see  that  it  was  impossible  to  lind  them  in  mathematics  alone, 
and  that  it  was  necessary  to  go  back  to  metaphysics"  (Letter 
to  Eemond  de  Montmort,  Opera  philosophica,  éd.  Erdmann, 
p.  720).  His  analysis  of  the  Cartesian  mechanical  theory 
proves  the  existence  of  force  as  well  as  of  extension.  "  Thus  the 
results  of  the  analysis  of  external  facts  call  forth  reflection  on 
our  own  minds,  by  which  these  results  are  completed.  On  this 
notion  of  substance,  already  brought  to  a  high  degree  of 
distinctness  by  analysis,  reflection  comes  to  throw  from  within 
a  further  light,  which  finally  enables  us  distinctly  to  know  its 
contents  "  {Monadologie,  éà.  E.  Boutroux).  Lastly,  the  method 
of  Leibnitz  is  definitely  characterized  by  his  Hypothesis  of  Pre- 
established  Harmony,  and  by  his  constant  use  of  the  principle 
of  Sufficient  lleason.  Still,  like  Malebranche  and  Spinoza, 
Leibnitz  has  his  psychological  theories.  They  appear  in  the 
New  Essays  on  the  Human  Understanding,  and  are  indeed  more 
independent  than  those  of  his  predecessors.  It  must  be 
recognized,  however,  that  in  this  work  he  follows  Locke 
step  by  step,  and  usually  gives  completion  to  the  observations 
of  the  English  philosopher  by  means  of  his  metaphysical 
doctrine. 

John  Locke,  Founder  of  the  Empirical  Science  of  Mind. 

The  true  founder  of  empirical  psychology,  of  psychology 
regarded  as  a  science  of  mental  phenomena,  is  John  Locke. 
Bacon,  in  making  induction  the  universal  method,  gave  to  the 
philosophical  spirit  of  England  its  special  character  ;  and  Locke, 
by  a  fruitful  application  of  the  inductive  method  to  the  study 
of  the  human  understanding,  continued  the  work  of  Bacon. 
With  Locke  a  tradition  began,  which  was  destined  to  continue 
without  interruption,  for  it  was  carried  on  by  Hume,  Hartley, 
Thomas  Eeid,  and  the  Scottish  School  ;  in  France,  by  the  school 
of  Eoyer-Collard  and  Jouffroy  ;  and  it  persists  in  our  own 
time  in  Mill,  Bain,  and  Herbert  Spencer.  Locke  distinguishes 
clearly  psychology,  as  he  understands  it,  from  physics  and 
metaphysics. 

"  This  therefore  being  my  purpose  to  inquire  into  the  original,  certainty 
and  extent  of  human  knowledge,  together  with  the  grounds  and  degrees 


of  belief,  opinion  and  assent,  I  shall  not  at  present  meddle  with  the 
physical  consideration  of  the  mind,  or  trouble  myself  to  examine  wherein 
its  essence  consists,  or  by  what  motions  of  our  spirits,  or  alterations  of  our 
bodies,  we  come  to  have  any  sensation  by  our  organs,  or  any  ideas  in  our 
understandings,  and  whether  those  ideas  do  in  their  formation,  any  or  all 
of  them,  depend  on  matter  or  not.  ...  It  shall  suffice  to  my  present 
purpose,  to  consider  the  discerning  faculties  of  a  man  as  they  are 
employed  about  the  objects  which  they  have  to  do  with"  (Locke,  On 
the  Human   Understandhvg ^  Introduction). 

David  Hume,  Founder  of  the  Psychology  of  Association. 
Hume,    continuing    the    task    of    Locke,    practised    mental 
observation,  the  difficulties  of  which  he  recognized. 

"  It  is  remarkable,  concerning  the  operations  of  the  mind,  that,  though 
most  intimately  present  to  us,  yet,  whenever  they  become  the  object  of 
reflection,  they  seem  involved  in  obscurity  ;  nor  can  the  eye  readily 
find  those  lines  and  boundaries  which  discriminate  and  distinguish  them. 
The  objects  are  too  fine  to  remain  long  in  the  same  aspect  or  situation  ; 
and  must  be  apprehended  in  an  instant,  by  a  superior  penetration,  de^ 
rived  from  nature  and  improved  by  habit  and  reflection.  It  becomes^ 
therefore,  no  inconsiderable  part  of  science,  barely  to  know  the  different 
operations  of  the  mind,  to  separate  them  from  each  other,  to  class  them 
under  their  proper  heads  ...  to  make  a  sort  of  Mental  Geography^* 
{Inquiry  concerning  Human  Understanding^  I,  §  8.). 

But  philosophy  cannot  rest  content  with  this  description. 

"  But  may  we  not  hope  that  philosophy,  if  cultivated  with  care  and 
encouraged  by  the  attention  of  the  public,  may  carry  its  researches 
farther  and  discover,  at  least  in  some  degree,  the  secret  springs  and 
principles  by  which  the  human  mind  is  actuated  in  its  operations? 
Astronomers  had  long  contented  themselves  with  proving,  from  the 
phenomena,  the  true  motions,  order,  and  magnitude  of  the  heavenly 
bodies,  till  a  philosopher  at  last  arose,  who  seems,  from  the  happiest 
reasoning,  to  have  also  determined  the  laws  and  forces  by  which  the 
levolutions  of  the  planets  are  governed  and  directed.  .  .  .  And  there 
is  no  reason  to  despair  of  equal  success  in  our  inquiries  concerning  the 
mental  powers  and  economy,  if  prosecuted  with  equal  capacity  and 
caution  "  {Ibid.  I,  §  9). 

By  this  method  the  science  of  the  mind  will  discover  the 
particular  laws  which  will  resolve  themselves  into  more  general 
laws.  Hume  thought  he  had  discovered  this  psychological 
law  in  the  association  of  ideas,  which  is,  he  says,  in  the  moral 
world  what  the  law  of  gravitation  is  in  the  w^orld  of  bodies. 
Hume   is   the  true  founder   of  the  associationist   psychology. 


1^    ;        t 


N 


40 


THE  PEOBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


ni 


which  has  been  developed  in  our  day,  more  especially  in 
England.  He  formulated  and  used  its  method,  which  con- 
sis  ted  in  reducing  complex  to  simple  phenomena,  and  in 
determining  the  laws  of  their  combination. 

Scottish  School  :  Thomas  Reid. — Psychology  hccomes  an  Inde- 
jpendent  Science, 

It  was  with  the  Scottish  School  tliat  psychology  first  really 
became  an  independent  science.  For  while  Locke  and  Hume 
still  regarded  it  as  the  means  of  determining  the  limits  and 
•extent  of  human  undertanding,  Thomas  Eeid  did  not  treat 
psychology  as  subordinate  to  logic  any  more  than  to  meta- 
physics. An  opponent  of  Hume,  he  attacks  scepticism  in  the 
name  of  common  sense,  but  in  psychology  he  adheres  to  the 
traditions  of  Locke. 

"Human  knowledge  may  be  reduced  to  two  general  heads,  accord- 
ing as  it  relates  to  body  or  to  mind  ;  to  things  material  or  to 
things  intellectual  "  (Pref.  to  Essui/s  on  the  Intellectual  Powers  of  Man). 
■*'By  the  mind  of  a  man  we  understand  that  in  him  which  thinks, 
remembers,  reasons,  wills.  The  essence  both  of  body  and  mind  is  un- 
known to  us.  We  know  certain  properties  of  the  first  and  certain 
operations  of  the  last,  and  by  these  only  we  can  define  or  describe  them." 
How  are  we  to  arrive  at  an  exact  knowledge  of  the  mind  and  of  its  powera  ? 
Reid  replies,  "...  By  attentive  reflection,  a  man  may  have  a  clear  and 
certain  knowledge  of  the  operations  of  his  own  mind"  (Essay, I,  1). 

The  French  School  :  Boy er- Collar d,  Victor  Cousin,  Th.  Jonffroy, 
Maine  de  Biran, 

In  order  to  refute  Condillac's  sensationalism,  Royer-Collard 
made  use  of  Eeid's  psychology,  but,  in  accordance  with  the 
French  cast  of  mind,  he  carried  it  out  to  its  ultimate  conse- 
quences with  strict  and  relentless  logic,  just  as  Condillac  had 
done  with  the  theories  of  Locke.  Théodore  Jouffroy  translated 
the  works  of  Reid  and  Dugald  Stewart.  Like  Locke  and  Con- 
dillac, he  distinguished  psychology  from  physiology  ;  ])ut  he 
also  endeavoured  to  prove  that  this  distinction  which  had  been 
made,  as  it  were  instinctively  by  Locke  and  Condillac,  is  a 
legitimate  one,  for  this  had  lately  been  contested  by  psycho- 
logists. Jouffroy  shows  with  great  clearness  the  difference 
between  internal  and  external  observation  (Pref.  de  la  trad.  fr. 
des  Esquisses  de  philosophie  morale  de  Dugald  Stewart). 

Subjective  facts  are  perceived  by  their  own  light.     Physical 
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facts,  on  the  other  hand,  always  seem  to  our  consciousness  to 
be  objective.  Although,  therefore,  these  two  kinds  of  facts 
constitute  one  and  the  same  being,  they  are  the  object  of  two 
distinct  sciences. 

"  Physiology  studies  the  animal,  psychology  the  man  ;  that  is,  psychology 
investigates  the  principle  in  which  we  each  of  us  feel  distinctly  that  our 
personality  is  concentrated,  which  is  the  intellectual  principle.  That  is 
the  ego  or  the  veritable  man,  and  it  is  in  this  sense  only  that  psychology 
is  the  science  of  man  "  (Melanges,  de  la  Science  psychologique,  I). 

Having  defined  the  subject-matter  of  the  science,  he  describes 
its  niethod. 

"  The  obscure  consciousness  which  we  all  have  of  ourselves  becomes  the 
science  of  the  ego  as  soon  as  it  has  been  made  clear  by  independent 
reflection.  What  do  we  find  in  the  consciousness  which  each  one  of  us 
has  of  himself?  The  whole  of  psychology  is  in  the  answer  to  this 
question  "  (Ibid.  Ill  and  IV). 

Jouffroy  and  his  disciple,  Ad.  Garnier,  did  not  improve 
much  upon  the  doctrines  of  the  Scottish  School,  but  Victor 
Cousin,  whose  ideas  had  been  enlarged  by  intercourse  with 
Germany,  did  not  confine  himself  to  treating  psychology 
as  the  inductive  science  of  psychical  phenomena.  To  him 
psychology  was  above  all  a  method,  the  method  of  philo- 
sophy in  fact,  by  which  we  endeavour  to  rise  from  mental  facts 
to  their  spiritual  principle,  and  from  the  soul  to  God.  He 
founded  metaphysics  on  psychology,  thus  taking  a  middle 
course  between  the  Scottish  and  German  Schools. 

But  it  was  especially  through  Maine  de  Biran  that  French 
spiritualism  acquired  its  distinctive  and  original  character. 
The  Scottish  psychologists  attempted  to  apply  Bacon's  method 
to  the  study  of  the  soul,  and  to  pass  by  induction  from  the 
examination  of  inner  phenomena  to  the  principle  which  pro- 
duces them.  But  though  induction  may  enable  us  to  ascertain 
the  constant  relation  between  phenomena,  it  can  in  no  case 
enable  us  to  reach  substance  through  phenomena. 

The  leading  idea  of  Maine  de  Biran  is  that  a  being  who 
knows  himself  must  consider  himself  from  a  point  of  view 
different  to  that  from  which  he  regards  a  thing  known 
■externally  and  objectively.  The  method  of  psychology  is 
therefore   not  the   method  of  physical   sciences.      The   great 
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mistake  made  \*y  the  sensationalists  was  that  they  confused 
spiritual  forces  with  i)hysical  causes.  We  do  not  know 
physical  (causes  in  themselves,  they  are  for  us  only  ahstract 
terms,  hy  which  we  indicate  a  <i;roup  of  phenomena  (attracticni, 
afhnity,  electricity).  Hence  tlie  sensationalists  were  led  to 
rej^'ard  intellect,  will,  and  subjective  causality  in  «general  as  mere 
ahstra(ai<»ns.  J>ut  hy  what  ri^dit  is  a  htMujj;  who  is  conscious 
of  his  acts,  and  of  the  activity  hy  wliich  he  performs  them,  to 
l)e  treated  as  an  external  object?  No  doubt  the  mind  in  ita 
al)Solute  substance  is  unknowable,  but  between  the  point  of 
view  of  the  ])ure  metajihysicians,  who  take  their  staiul  u])on 
the  Al)solute,  and  that  of  the  empiricists,  who  only  consider 
l)hen(»mena  an<l  their  relations,  there  is  a  third  j)oint  of  view, 
that  of  self-reHection,  which  enables  the  su))ject  to  distinjj^uish 
itself  at  once  from  its  own  modes  and  from  the  hidden  causes, 
the  existence  of  which  outside  ourselves  we  assume.  The 
primary  fact  oï  consciousness  is  voluntary  ellbrt,  by  which  we 
know  the  crjo  and  the  non-rtfo  in  their  mutual  opposition. 

The  matter  of  knowledge  is  the  object  that  opposes 
the  ej^o  ;  its  form  is  in  the  act  of  volition,  and  it  is  there- 
fore not  «^iven  ti  jmoriy  but  abstracted  l>y  reflection  from 
external  experience.  Consciousness  is  no  longer  made 
su))or(hnate  to  reason  ;  it  is,  on  the  contrary,  the  ])rinciple  of 
reas(>n.      In  short,  psychology  is  identified  with  metapliysics. 

PHi/cholo(jy  in  Germany  still  sithordinatc  to  Philosophy  in 
(feneraL 

Wliile  in  France  and  Kngland  there  was  a  tendency  to  con- 
fuse philosophy  with  i)sychology,  in  (iermany  the  latter 
continued  to  be  treated  as  subordinate  to  the  general  and 
systematic  science  of  pliilosoj)hy.  Kant's  three  great 
Critupu'H  correspond  exactly  with  the  three  great  faculties 
wliich  he  attributes  t()  the  human  mind.  The  Critique  of 
Pure  Reason  answers  to  the  facidty  of  knowledge,  The  Critique 
of  Jndyment  to  our  sensibility,  and  The  Critique  of  Praetieal 
Reason  to  our  activity.  lUit  Kant's  method  is  neither 
empirical,  like  that  of  Locke  or  the  Scottisli  philosophers,  nor 
intuitive,  like  the  method  of  Maine  de  liiran  :  it  is  cHticaL 
By  means  of  analysis  Kant  disengages  the  a  priori  forms 
which  are  the  conditions  of  all  determinate  thought  ;  and  he 
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subjects  to  these  forms  l>oth   the  ])henomena  of  mind  and  the 
plu'nomeiui  of  the  external  world.      The  mind  does  not  ])erceive     -*|^ 
dsebj^jXi^jiiiJi^'  ;  it  is^only  known  as  it  appears,  not  as  it  is 
in  its^'lf.      We  must  not  expëM^okiuTvv^'nï^Toïïrini^^  "^fr 

nor  even  througli  inference  from  psychological  phenomena,  to 
leach  the  immaterial  entity  underlying  them.  Empirical 
psychology,  as  understood  ])y  the  Scottish  School,  does  not 
belong  to  pure  Philosophy,  but  under  the  name  oi  Anthropology, 
to  the  j)hysical  and  natural  sciences.  To  Fichte,  Schellinu', 
and  Hegel,  psychology  was  neither  an  em])irical  study  of-  the 
facts  of  consciousness  noi'  the  science  of  the  eiio  and  its  facul- 
ties,  but  tlie  history  of  Spirit  constructed  a  'priori  in  itB  suc- 
cessive moments  ;  it  has  its  jdace  in  the  deduction  of  all  that  is. 
It  is  from  the  definition  of  Spirit  that  the  necessary  phases  of 
its  progressive  development  are  made  to  arise.  Herl)art  was 
the  precurs(H'  of  the  (Jerman  scientific  psychology  of  to-day. 
l*sycli<>logy  is  still  with  him  dependent  on  metaphysics  ;  his 
starting  point  is  the  definition  of  Jîeing.  Jiut  he  is  led  by  his 
conception  of  lieing  to  define  psychology  as  the  "  mechanics  of 
the  mind,"  and  to  look  for  the  model  of  the  psychological 
method  in  the  method  of  mathematics.  As  in  physiology  the 
body  is  l)uilt  up  of  fibres,  so  in  psychology  the  mind  is  built 
up  of  re])resentations"  (Kibot,  Psych,  allemande,  p.  G).  Our  ideas 
oj»pose  one  another.  Tliey  react  on  and  balance  one  another 
in  obedience  to  mechanical  laws.  This  is  the  whole  life  of  the 
mind,  and  i)sychology  is  notliing  lait  the  endeavour  to  discover 
the  mathematical  laws  governing  this  action  and  reaction. 


Modification  of  the  Object  and  Method  of  Psyeholoyy.    Associa- 
tionist  School.      Psycho-physical  School. 


To-day,  owing  to  the  psychologists  of  the  i\^S()ciationist 
School,  dohn  Stuart  Mill,  J>ain,  and  Herltert  S])encer,  ai hi  tlie 
psycho-])hysicists  ol  the  German  School,  Fechner  and  Wundt, 
psychology  tends  more  and  more  to  ])ecome  separate  from 
metai)hysics.  No  longer  the  science  of  the  soul,  psychology  is 
now  the  science  of  inner  or  mental  facts,  and  of  their  relations 
to  their  physical  and  physiological  concomitants.  To  look 
for  laws  instead  of  causes,  to  add  to  the  observation  of 
conscicnisness  (which  has  been  too  exclusive,  and  tends  to  the 
identification  of  the  human  mind  in  general  with  the  mind  of 
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the  philosopher),  all  the  facts  furnished  by  animal  life,  by  the 
life  of  primitive  races,  by  mental  physiology  and  pathology, 
languages,  and  the  remains  of  bygone  civilizations  :  in  a  word,  to 
gather  together  all  the  elements  of  a  free  inquiry  into  mental 
life,  this  is  the  present  method  of  psychology  in  all  its 
compass.  (See  Ribot,  Psychologic  anglaise,  1875;  Psychologie 
allemande,  1885.) 

The  English  associationist  psychology,  founded  by  David 
P^jiii^  continued  by  Thomas  Browne,  developed  by  James 
Mill  and  his  son — the  famous  John  Sfi^^.f^  Mill — is  still,  like 
the  Scottish  psychology,  the  science  of  subjective  and  in- 
ternal observation,  but  it  is  no  longer  a  theory  of  direct 
intuition  by  consciousness,  which  too  frequently  represented 
complex  facts  as  simple  phenomena  and  acquired  faculties  as 
innate  principles.  In  the  endeavour  to  find,  through  psycho- 
logical analysis,  the  irreducible  elements  and  the  laws  of 
association  according  to  which  they  are  combined,  their 
psychology  goes  further  than  mere  description  ;  it  emancipates 
itself  from  metaphysical  hypotheses,  and  claims  thereby  to  have 
assumed  a  scientific  character.  Subjective  analysis  has  in  the 
works  of  Hartley,  and  amongst  contemporary  writers,  in  those 
of  Bain  and  more  especially  in  those  of  Herbert  Spencer,  been 
accomipanied  bv  an  analysis  of  physiological  conditions. 

lis  last  point  of  view  prevails  also  in  Germany.  The  first 
principle  of  the  physiological  psychology  of  Wundt,  Weber 
and  Fechner,  is  that  "  every  psychical  state  is  connected  with 
one  or  several  physical  events"  (Ribot,  Introduction,  XI). 
Consequently,  physiological  psychology  "  has  for  its  object  the 
nervous  phenomena  that  are  accompanied  by  consciousness,  of 
which  the  type  most  easily  known  is  found  in  man,  but  which 
are  also  to  l)e  traced  throughout  the  whole  animal  series.' 

The  difference  between  psychology  and  physiology  is,  that 
the  latter  investigates  nervous  phenomena  apart  from,  and 
the  former  nervous  phenomena  accompanied  with  consciousness. 
The  method  of  this  new  psychology  is  experimental.  As 
external  and  internal  phenomena  are  intimately  conjoined,  in 
causing  the  former  to  vary  we  make  the  latter  change  also. 
This  is  the  method  described  by  Mill,  as  the  Method  of 
concomitant  variations.  In  virtue  of  this  change  of  method 
psychology  claims  to  be  no  longer  merely  descriptive,  but  to 


have  become  an  explicative  science.  This  new  psychology 
opposes  to  the  natural  knowledge  of  consciousness,  which  is 
direct,  knowledge  which  is  scientific  and  indirect  (Ribot,  Introd.. 
XI-XV).  The  experimental  methods  of  psycho-physics  are,, 
however,  as  Wundt  allows,  only  applicable  in  cases  where  sub- 
jective phenomena  are  in  regular  dependence  on  the  external 
objects,  with  which  our  consciousness  is  in  relation.  This  is  to 
admit  that  in  psychology  the  field  of  physical  experiment  is 
singularly  limited. 

Thus  from  physical  experience,  which  is  manifestly  inadequate,. 
we  are  brought  back  once  more  to  physiological  observation  and 
experiment.     The  very  nature  of  psychical  phenomena  leads  us 
moreover  to  employ,  in  addition  to  these  modes  of  investigation, 
a  new  method,  which  may  be  called  the  ethnical  method  (Ribot,. 
Psych,  alltm.,  p.  41  sq.).      Mind  expresses  itself  in  its  products  : 
there  it  shows  itself  as  it  is  and  realizes  its  laws.     We  are 
able  therefore  to  examine  not  our  own  mind,  but  the  human 
mind  as  it  appears  outside  itself,  in  different  customs,  amongst, 
different  races,  and  in  history.     An  examination  of  the  methods . 
employed  by  the  learned  and  of  works  of  literature  and  art  may 
also  afford  valuable  data,  but  nothing  is  so  instructive  as  the 
study    of    language    and    its    laws  ;    because   language    is    an 
embodiment    of    the    mental    acts    which    the    mind     creates, 
spontaneously    and    models    after     its     own    image     without 
disturbing,  through  reflection,  the  operation  of  its  own  laws. 

Conclusion.      Psychology    cannot  dispense  ivith  the  Subjective 
Method, 

The  science  of  psychology  has  been  obliged  to  turn  from  the 
introspective  to  the  objective  method.  May  we  not  find  that 
it  is  after  all  necessary  to  complete  all  these  objective  methods 
by  returning  to  the  subjective  method,  which  in  any  case  we 
employ  whether  we  will  or  no,  everywhere  and  at  all  times  ? 
No  doubt  it  is  necessary  to  make  a  study  of  the  products  of 
thought  ;  but  it  is  in  what  these  things  reveal  to  us  of  the- 
thought  behind  them  that  their  importance  to  psychology 
consists.  One  may  visit  all  the  museums  of  Europe,  and 
examine  all  their  masteipieces  without  gaining  any  clearer  idea 
on  the  subject  of  aesthetic  creation  or  feeling.  Mind  can  only 
be  known  by  mind.     We  do  not  study  the  products  of  thoughts 
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from  without,  we  witness  them  from  within.  "One  only 
knows  what  one  does  oneself,"  said  Aristotle.  This  is  especially 
true  of  the  science  of  the  mind.  Psychology,  though  it  may 
call  other  sciences  to  its  aid,  though  it  may  change,  he  utterly 
transformed,  will  always  remain  a  science  of  mental  observation, 
a  creation  of  sympathy.  Eetlection  will  always  be  the  true 
principle  of  psychological  investigation,  for  it  alone  can  give 
voice  to  the  mute  products  of  thought.  But  instead  of  guessing 
and  inventing  theories  and  subjecting  facts  thereto,  psychology 
will  learn  the  patience  of  scientific  research,  and  the  resignation 
which  is  content  with  provisional  and  unavoidable  gaps  in 
knowledge.  It  will  seek  its  inspiration  in  realities,  in 
experience,  in  history.  The  spirit  of  science  will  change,  its 
methods  will  he  perfected.  We  shall  seek  for  ideas  in 
facts,  but  in  the  last  resort  these  ideas  will  be  due  above  all  to 
the  rellection  of  the  mind  upon  itself.  It  will  seem  that  one 
looks  at  mind  from  outside  ;  whereas,  without  this  inner  light, 
we  could  know  nothing  from  outside. 

Psychology,  like  all  the  other  sciences,  has  parted  from  meta- 
physics, for  this  is  the  law  of  scientific  progress.  The  mind 
may  be  considered  as  an  object,  and  in  this  respect  it  belongs 
to  the  realm  of  the  positive  sciences.  This  is  the  fact  upon 
which  contemporary  psychologists  in  England  and  Germany, 
and  even  in  France,  have  justly  founded  their  methods.  But 
the  mind  remains  the  subject,  the  principle  of  all  knowledge. 
No  doubt  psychical  facts  are  only  the  subjective  side  of 
physiological  facts  ;  but  we  may  say  at  the  same  time,  and  with 
still  more  truth,  since  psychical  facts  are  the  only  ones  we 
know  immediately,  that  physical  facts  are  the  objective  side  of 
psychical  facts.  By  the  very  fact  of  our  perceiving  it  the  object 
brings  us  back  to  the  subject,  the  world  to  thought. 

If  empirical  psychology  were  complete,  there  would  still 
remain  for  examination,  the  conditions  of  all  thought,  the 
categories  under  which  all  facts  must  be  brought  before  they 
can  belong  to  the  unity  of  the  same  consciousness.  But  the 
consideration  of  things  from  the  standpoint  of  mind  is  meta- 
physics, which  is  the  end  of  the  criticism  of  knowledge,  the 
study  of  the  necessary  conditions  of  thought.     .  ^ 
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THE  SENSES  AND  EXTERNAL  PERCEPTION 


The  problem  of  external  perception  comprises  two  distinct 
questions.  The  first  is  a  question  of  fact,  quaestio  facti. 
How,  and  by  what  kind  of  process  do  we  enter  into 
relations  with  the  external  world  ?  The  second  is  a  question 
of  right,  quaestio  juris.  What  do  we  really  know  of  the 
external  world  ?  The  first  question  belongs  to  empirical 
psychology,  the  second  to  the  criticism  of  knowledge. 

The  history  of  the  problem  of  external  perception  includes  then 
these  two  questions  which  have  never  been  properly  separated. 

The  First  Philosophers  did  not  recognize  the  part  which  the 
Subject  plays  in  Knowledge.  Sensation  explained  by  the  Contact 
of  Like  or  Contrary  Elements, 

Even  in  pre-Socratic  philosophy  we  already  find  a  physiology 
of  the  senses,  and  a  crude  attempt  at  an  analysis  of  the  know- 
ledge acquired  through  them.  But  in  order  rightly  to  under- 
stand these  first  attempts,  there  are  two  things  which  it 
would  be  well  to  bear  in  mind.  Firstly,  that  even  those 
notions  which  now  seem  most  clear  to  us  were  at  that  time 
in  the  human  mind  still  confused  and  indistinct,  like  the 
different  parts  of  an  organism  in  the  unity  of  the  germ. 
Secondly,  that,  before  the  Sophists,  the  part  played  by  the 
subject  in  knowledge  had  not  been  suspected  ;  it  had  never 
occurred  to  anyone  to  speculate  as  to  how  much  of  itself  the 
mind  may  project  into  a  knowledge  which  presupposes  its 
activity.  The  prevailing  idea  in  this  first  period  was  that 
sensation  is  explained  by  the  contact  of  like  elements. 
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Alcmaeonof  Crotona.—Heraclitus  and  A7iam(foras. — Leucijppiis 

and  Democrihis. 

The  oldest  description  of  sensible  perception  that  we  know 
of  is  that  of  Alcniaeon,  a  physician  of  Crotona,  a  contem- 
porary and  perhaps  a  disciple  of  Pythagoras.  The  brain, 
according  to  him,  is  the  seat  of  the  soul,  and  sensations  reach 
it  through  the  medium  of  channels  which  start  from  the  organs 
of  sense.  We  perceive  smells  when  in  breathing  they  reach 
the  brain  through  the  nose.  The  ear  is  hollow,  and  all  hollow 
things  resound,  therefore  the  ear  resounds  when  struck  by  the 
air  in  motion  :  the  auditory  duct  of  the  ear  is  the  path  by 
which  the  sound  makes  its  way  to  the  l)rain.  Sight  is  ex- 
plained by  the  retlection  of  brilliant  and  transparent  bodies, 
the  medium  here  being  the  water  contained  in  the  eye 
(Theophr.  De  Sens).  In  this  theory  the  quality  of  the 
external  body  passed  into  the  brain,  and  the  problem  was  to 
discover  the  means  by  which  this  passage  was  possible. 

According  to  Heraclitus  and  Anaxagoras,  sensation  is  not 
produced  by  the  like,  but  by  the  unlike.  A  consequence 
of  this  doctrine  was,  in  the  teaching  of  Heraclitus,  that 
the  opposition  and  union  of  contraries  explain  all  reality. 
According  to  Anaxagoras,  there  can  be  no  action  of  like  on 
like,  as  no  change  can  be  produced  therel)y.  Our  eyes  which 
reflect  ol>jects  are  obscure  bodies.  We  only  feel  temperatures 
which  are  different  from  the  temperature  of  our  bodies. 

The  theory  of  the  senses  held  by  Empedocles  is  part  of  his 
general  teaching.  All  bodies  have  pores  {-Tropoi),  and  moreover 
there  are  from  every  body  emanations,  etHuences  (airoppoal), 
so  small  as  to  be  imperceptible,  but  which  penetrate  into  the 
pores  of  other  bodies  which  correspond  to  them.  All  change 
being  caused  by  mixture  or  separation,  there  is  no  other  way 
of  explaining  action  at  a  distance.  This  general  law  accounts 
for  sensation.  Like  is  known  by  like,  water  by  water,  earth 
by  earth,  etc.  Hence  sensation  arises  when  the  particles 
detached  from  objects  come  in  contact  with  the  similar  parts 
of  the  sensorial  organs;  whether  these  particles  come  into 
contact  with  similar  parts  through  the  pores,  or  inversely  as 
in  visual  perception,  the  similar  parts  are  projected  through 
the  pores  into  external  bodies.  The  diversity  of  the  senses  and 
of  sensation  is  explained  by  the  difference  in  the  pores  ;  each 


THE  SENSES  AND  EXTERNAL  PERCEPTION 


49 


sense  only  perceives  what  is  symmetrical  with  its  pores  and 
penetrates  into  it.  The  particles  that  enter  the  nose  or  the 
mouth  produce  smell  and  tastes.  The  air  being  set  in  motion 
))enetrates  into  the  auditory  duct,  "as  in  a  trumpet,"  and 
produces  sound.  The  eye  is  a  kind  of  lantern.  Empedocles 
imagined  that  he  had  explained  sensation  when  he  had  proved 
the  contact  of  two  like  elements,  one  of  which  belonged  to  the 
organism.  But  on  the  other  hand,  in  his  theories  on  hearing, 
and  still  more  in  those  on  sight  (relations  between  two  terms), 
we  seem  to  find  a  faint  idea  of  the  role  of  the  subject 
in  sensation. 

In  the  atomistic  hypothesis  of  Leucippus  and  Democritus, 
all  our  mental  images  may  be  reduced  to  corporeal  phenomena 
(ràç  aia-Orjcreiç  koi  tÙç  vorfaeiç  eTepoidocreiç  elvai  tov  o-w/iiaTOÇy 
Stob.  Floril.  éd.  Mein.  IV,  233).  Sensations  are  changes 
produced  in  us  by  external  impressions.  Since  every  action 
of  one  body  upon  another  originates  in  an  impact,  sensation  is 
itself  traceable  to  a  contact  or  touch,  and  this  contact  is  in 
its  turn  explained  by  the  emaciations,  which  are  presupposed 
in  action  at  a  distance.  We  have  representations  of  things 
when  their  emanations  reach  our  bodies,  and  are  diffused  all  over 
them  (Theophr.  De  Sen^.  54).  Only  like  can  act  on  like,  our 
senses  are  affected  only  by  things  that  are  similar  to  them. 
Emanations  become  detached  from  sensible  objects  without 
losing  their  form,  and  these  images  (eïSœXa),  being  reflected  in 
the  eye,  are  the  cause  of  vision.  Sound  is  a  stream  (pev/na) 
of  atoms  which,  flowing  from  the  object,  sets  the  atoms  of  the 
air  in  motion,  and  when,  owing  to  the  symmetry  of  the 
elements,  this  stream  of  atoms  penetrates  into  the  body  and 
comes  in  contact  with  the  atoms  of  the  soul,  sound  is  pro- 
duced. Although  sounds  as  well  as  visible  images  penetrate 
the  body  everywhere,  we  only  hear  with  our  ears  and  see  with 
our  eyes,  because  these  organs  are  constructed  so  as  to  receive 
the  largest  quantity  of  sounds  or  images  and  to  afford  them 
the  most  rapid  passage. 

First   Attempts  at    Criticism,     Rational  Kriowledge  opposed 

to  Sensation. — Protagoras:  the  rôle  of  the  Subject  in  Sensible 
Knowledge. 

Side  by  side  with  this   physiology  of  the  senses,  we  find 
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the  earliest  attempts  at  a  criticism  of  sensible  knowledge.  By 
the  Pythagoreans,  by  Parmenides,  Heraclitus,  Anaxagoras,  and 
even  by  Democritus,  true  knowledge  is  contrasted  with 
sensation.  To  the  knowledge  derived  from  the  senses 
Parmenides  opposes  the  unity  of  Being,  Heraclitus  absolute 
plurality,  Anaxagoras  the  chaos,  the  mixture  of  corporeal  things, 
and  Democritus  the  impossibility  of  perceiving  the  atoms  and 
the  void,  which,  according  to  him,  are  the  elements  of  all 
reality.  Still,  we  must  bear  in  mind  that  none  of  tliese 
philosophers  made  any  pretence  of  examining  our  knowledge 
of  the  subject  in  the  light  of  the  laws  of  subjective  thought. 
Their  philosophy  was  not  critical,  but  dogmatic.  In  these 
first  attempts  at  psychology,  we  also  find  the  distinction 
between  primary  and  secondary  qualities.  '  To  Democritus 
belongs  the  credit  of  having  first  made  this  distinction.  Ac- 
cording to  him,  the  qualities  of  bodies  are  ultimately 
reducible  to  the  quantity,  magnitude,  form,  and  reciprocal 
position  of  the  elementary  atoms,  and  they  are  all  derived 
from  the  quantitative  relations  of  the  atoms.  But  a  distinction 
must  be  drawn  between  these  qualities  :  some  of  them,  such 
as  weight,  hardness,  and  density,  may  be  immediately  deduced 
from  the  nature  of  the  atoms  themselves  ;  others,  as  colour, 
temperature,  or  sound,  depend  indeed  on  the  different  com- 
binations of  the  atoms,  but  only  represent  the  particular  way 
in  which  we  perceive  their  combination  (Theophr.  Be  Sens.  63). 
With  the  Sophists  the  point  of  view  changes.  The  re- 
lativity of  knowledge  to  the  mind  is  discovered.  All  is 
motion,  says  Protagoras  with  Heraclitus,  but  he  does  away 
with  the  absolute  reason  by  which  in  the  teaching  of  the 
latter  the  flux  of  things  is  directed.  All  knowledge  is  sensa- 
tion, and  every  sensation  can  be  traced  to  the  reciprocal  action 
of  subject  and  object,  to  the  impact  of  their  different  motions. 
From  this  Protagoras  infers  that  there  is  no  reality  in  sensa- 
tion, or  in  sensible  qualities  ;  that  they  only  exist  one  through 
the  other  at  the  moment  of  the  contact  of  the  two  phenomena. 
"  Man  (i.e.  the  individual  man)  is  the  measure  of  all  things  " 
(Plato,  Theœtetvs,  152  a).  That  is  to  say,  all  things  are 
relative,  nothing  exists,  everything  is  in  a  state  of  becoming. 
Thus  of  a  newly-discovered  truth,  scepticism  was  the  first 
result. 
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Plato  :  Physiology  of  the  Senses.  Part  played  by  Sensation  in 
Knowledge^ 

Plato  recognizes  with  Protagoras  that  sensible  qualities 
result  from  the  relation  between  subject  and  object,  and  that 
consequently  they  are  a  sign,  or  an  expression  of  reality,  not 
reality  itself.  The  world  can  act  upon  the  body,  which  is 
composed  of  the  same  elements  as  itself.  Sensation  is  only  an 
external  impression  continuing  itself  by  way  of  the  body 
into  the  soul.  The  diversity  in  sensible  qualities  is  caused 
by  the  diversity  in  the  motions,  which  the  impression  com- 
municates to  the  body,  and  which  the  body  propagates  to 
the  soul  {Tim.  43,  64,  75).  The  sense  of  touch  is  all  over  the 
lx)dy,  and  gives  general  sensations  {Koiva  TraOriiJ.aTa),  like  those 
of  heat,  cold,  heaviness  and  lightness,  softness  and  hardness. 
In  every  case  it  is  the  movement  communicated  to  the  cor- 
poreal elements  which  becomes  the  sensation.  The  sensation 
of  heat,  for  instance,  arises  from  the  fact  that  fire,  owing  to 
the  small  size,  sharpness,  and  extreme  mobility  of  its  atoms, 
penetrates  into  and  decomposes  the  elements  of  the  body. 
Taste  and  smell  are  intermediate  senses,  by  which  we  ascend 
to  the  higher  senses  of  hearing  and  sight.  Sound  is  the  dis- 
turbance of  the  air  transmitted  by  the  ear  through  the  brain 
and  the  veins  to  the  soul.  Plato  is  always  bent  on  determining 
the  media  by  which  the  external  motion  is  propagated  to 
the  soul.  In  vision,  the  medium  is  no  longer  air  but  light,  a 
kind  of  fire  which  is  at  once  in  the  eye  and  outside  it.  The 
light  that  radiates  from  the  eye  goes  out,  so  to  speak,  to  meet 
the  light  radiating  from  the  object.  Thus  vision  is  the  result 
of  an  external  motion,  w^hich  is  transmitted,  in  the  first  place, 
to  the  environing  light,  then  to  the  light  of  the  eye,  and  finally 
to  the  soul.  At  night  the  light  of  the  eye  no  longer  meets 
the  external  light,  and,  the  continuity  of  the  transmission 
being  broken,  we  cannot  see  {Tim.  45).  Since  the  light 
belonging  to  the  eye  has  a  part  in  perception,  the  latter  must 
have  a  subjective  character.  Plato  admits  and  proves  this 
when  he  shows  that  the  principle  of  divers  visual  sensations  is 
contained  in  the  relation  between  the  two  lights  (the  subjective 
and  the  objective)  on  their  coming  together. 

And  now,  what^  m JPlatp's  opinion,  is  the  value  of  sensible 
knowledge  ?     He  does  not  deny  the  reality   of  space  or  of 


m 


i: 


52 


THE   PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


! 


!      ~ 


4 


" 


1^ 


':    f 


motion  ;  but,  according  to  him,  it  is  not  bodies,  such  as  api)ear 
to  our  senses,  that  move  in  space,  but  mathematical  elements, 
small  triangles,  tlie  coml)ination  of  which  constitutes  the  four 
elements  (Tim.  53  c).  He  holds,  with  HeracHtus,  that 
sensible  things  have  no  substantiality:  that  they  are  in  a 
state  of  perpetual  1  becoming;  that  they  are  incapable  of 
definition.  They  who  rely  on  their  senses  are  therefore  like 
prisoners  in  a  cave,  who  only  perceive  the  shadows  of  objects 
thrown  upon  the  side  of  tlie  wall   on   which   the  light   falls 

(Jiep.  VII). 

Sensible  knowledge  is  of  two  kinds.     When  concerned  witli 

V  bodies  it  is  a   belief   (TrtWfç)  ;   when  it  only   reproduces  the 
images  of  bodies  or  their  shadows,  as  in  dreams,  for  example, 

t  it  is  merely  a  conjecture  (eiKua-ia).     Still,  sensation  has  a  place 

in  the  systematic  whole  of  our  knowledge.      It  is  the  function 

/'of  thought  to  ascend  from  the  sensible  to  the  intelligible,  and 

\  sensation  is  the  starting  point  of  this  progress  towards  the  Idea. 
Some  sensations  awaken  in  us  the  sense  of  the  intelligii)le— 
those,  namely,  which  involve  a  contradiction  (Eep.  VII).  The 
same  object  is  at  once  heavy  and  light,  large  and  small,  one 
and  many  :  on  encountering  these  contradictions  thought  is 
awakened,  and  rises  from  sensations  to  the  ideas  of  greatness 
and  smallness,  of  the  one  and  the  many.  This  is  the  first 
effort  of  the  mind  to  reach  the  intelligible. 

Aristotle:  Conditions  of  Sensation.  Special,  Common,  and 
Incidental  Sensibles. 

According  to  Aristotle,  the  sensitive  soul  is  the  principle 
of  annual  life.  For  the  annual,  to  live  is  to  feel.  Sensible 
perception  (atVOi/o-tc)  is,  in  the  first  place,  potentiality  (Svmfiiç)  ; 
each  of  the  senses  oscillates  between  two  contrary  qualities. 
Sight  perceives  whiteness  and  blackness;  hearing,  sharpness 
and  flatness  ;  taste,  sweetness  and  bitterness.  But  aia-Otjcriç  is 
not  mere  potentiality  or  absolute  indifference.  It  tends  to 
activity,  etc  toOto  ayei  (De  Sem.  4,  10).  Its  activity  is  a 
changing,  àXXo/axr/ç,  but  a  changing  tliat  causes  the  soul  to 
pass  from  an  imperfect  state  in  which  she  is  prepared  to  feel, 
to  a  state  of  greater  perfection,  in  which  she  actually  does  feel. 

What  are  the  conditions  presupposed  by  the  passiii^rom 
potential  ala-Orifriç  to  actual  atarOncriç  ?     They  _areJiLe_lH'esence 


S 


THE   SENSES   AND   EXTERNAL  PERCEPTION 


53 


of  the  sensible  object,  together  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
media  and  organs.  The  ata-Ono-iç  is  extended  all  over  the 
body,  but  has  its  principal  seat  in  the  heart,  the  latter  being 
the  centi-e  in  which  all  particular  impressions  meet.  Besides 
this  general  organ,  there  are  the  organs  of  the  special  senses. 
It  is  not  the  organ  that  feels— for  sensation  is  not  an  extended 
thing— but  the  form,  the  end  (reXoç),  the  soul,  as  it  were,  of 
the  organ.  In  addition  to  the  action  of  the  bodies  and  of  the 
organs,  there  is  needed,  for  the  production  of  sensation,  a 
medium,  which,  being  set  in  motion  by  the  sensible  object, 
transmits  this  motion  to  the  organs.  In  the  sensation  of 
.  touch  this  medium  is  the  liesh  ;  with  the  other  senses  it  is 
either  air  or  water.  The  etSœXa  of  Democritus  are  thus  shown 
to  be  unnecessary. 

Having  established  the  conditions  of  all  sensation,  Aristotle 
attempts  a  classification  of  the  data  of  the  senses.     There  are, 
in  the  first  place,  the  special  sensibles.      Each  sense  is  potentially 
the  group  of  contrary  qualities  which  the  object  it  is  destined  to 
perceive  may  possess.     Touch  is  potentially  tangible  qualities  ; 
sight  is  potentially  black  or  w^hite,  and  the  intermediate  shades 
of    colour.       In   the  case   of    each   sense,   Aristotle  describes 
(besides  the  organ  and  the  medium)  the  special  data  that  we 
owe  to  it.      But  how  do  we  know  that  whiteness  is  not  sweet- 
ness, that  blackness  is  not  bitterness  ?     It  must  be  through  a 
sense,  since  it  is  a  question  of  sensible  (|ualities  ;  but  it  cannot 
be  either  through  vision  or  tlirough  taste,  since  there  can  l)e 
no  common  measure  or  connection  between  these  two  senses. 
//  To  account  for  this  comparison  between  the  data  of  the  divers 
'    senses  we  must  admit  the  existence  of  a  common  sense.     This 
'  common  sense,'  whose  seat  is  in  the  heart,  and  which  is  the 
principle  of  all  sensation,  sees  through  sight,  touches  tlirough 
touch,  and  subsequently  centralizing  the  data  of  all  the  senses, 
combines  and  compares  them.     Finally,  it  is  this  sense  which, 
assisting  in  all  particular  sensations,  extracts  from  them  the 
common  sensibles  ;  that  is  to  say,  the  general  qualities  which  each 
'^^i^seœïïy^i^ives  under  a  certain  aspect,  but  which  Ijelong  to 
all,  namely,  motion,  rest,  extension,  figure,  number,  and  unity. 
Aristotle,  in  his  admirable  analysis,  arrives  at  another  dis- 
ti^ction.      Besides  the  special  and  the  common  sensibles  there 
are   the  incidental  sensibles,  what  we  now  call  acquired   per- 
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ceptions.  The  action  of  the  senses  is  simultaneous.  When 
I  taste  a  fruit  I  at  the  same  time  see  it,  consequently  its 
colour  will  in  future  suffice  to  suggest  its  flavour.  This  is  a 
sensihile  per  accidens.  Like  modern  psychologists,  Aristotle 
finds  herein  the  explanation  of  the  supposed  errors  of  the 
senses.  When  referred  to  its  proper  ol)ject8,  to  that  which  is 
of  itself  sensible,  sensation  never  deceives  ;  but  when  referred 
to  the  sensibilia  per  accidens  it  may  be  either  true  or  false.  If 
from  a  noise  that  I  hear  I  infer  that  a  carriage  is  passing,  it  is 
neither  the  sense  of  sight  nar  of  hearing  that  deceives  me. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  higher  facidties  may  assist  in  the 
rectification  of  these  errors. 

The  Import  of  Sensible  Knowledge, 

(^hat  do  we  perceive  through  the  senses  ?  alaOtjcriç  is  the 
potentiality  of  the  soul  to  receive  sensible  forms  without  their 
matter,  "just  in  the  same  way  as  wax  receives  the  impress 
of  the  seal  without  the  iron  or  the  gold  of  which  it  is 
composed"  (De  Anima^  II,  12).  We  nuist  not  therefore  say 
with  the  ancients  (Empedocles,  iJemocritus)  that,  as  only  like 
I  knows  like,  sensation  is  the  union  of  the  material  elements  with 
\the  elements  that  correspond  to  them  in  us.  Things  are  in  the 
sjoul  aa.fprm,  but  npt_aa_,,matt^r.  The  soul  l)ecomes  what  it 
perceives,  it  is  all  things — the  form  of  the  stone,  of  the  house — 
and  it  is  the  dwelling  place  of  the  forms  {to-wo's  twv  elSwv), 
Therefore  it  is  not  necessary  to  assume  behind  each  sense  the 
existence  of  a  second  sense,  which  feels  what  we  feel  by  means 
of  the  first.  The  being  in  seeing  becomes  so  to  speak  the  colour 
which  it  sees.  The  same  sense,  we  learn,  enables  us  to  know 
both  the  object  and  its  own  activity,  which  are  in  fact  the  same 
thing.  But  where  then  is  the  sensible  quality  :  where  is  the 
whiteness  or  blackness  ?  Aristotle  replies,  the  sensible  quality 
is  in  the  soul.  "  For  just  as  active  motion  is  produced  in 
that  which  is  moved  passively,  so  the  act  of  the  sensible  object 
and  that  of  the  sensibility  both  take  place  in  the  being  that  is 
sensitive  "  {De  Anima,  III,  2,  6).  But  this  sensible  quality  is 
the  common  activity  of  the  sensible  object  and  of  that  which 
perceives  it.  Thus  the  colour  red  was,  before  I  saw  it,  potentially 
in  my  eye  and  in  the  sun.  Where  there  is  no  eye  there  is  no 
redness.      This  does  not  mean  that  sensible  qualities  have  no 
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existence  at  all  in  things,  for  they  are  there  potentially  ;  but 
it  is  in  the  soul  that  they  attain  actuality  {De  An.  425  h  25  sq.). 
What  we  are  to  understand  by  Aristotle's  theory  is,  I  think,  that 
the  sensible  qualities  are  subjective  in  the  sense  that  they  only 
exist  through  us,  but  nevertheless  there  is  something  in  the 
objects  corresponding  to  them.  In  sensible  perception  it  is  the 
form  which  presents  itself  to  us,  and  hence,  according  to  Aristotle, 
the  essence,  the  true  reality  ;  but  it  is  form  mixed  with  the 
matter.  It  is  the  function  of  thought  more  and  more  to  dis- 
engage this  form  which  is  the  essence  and  truth  of  all  things. 
Sensible  knowledge  is  therefore  a  sort  of  symbolism  of  reality, 
and  is  to  rational  knowledge  what  the  reflected  ray  of  light  is 
to  the  direct  ray. 

Epicurus  returns  to  the  Theory  of  Democmtiis. — Proof  of  the 
Veracity  of  the  Senses. 

Epicurus  returned  to  the  theory  of  the  efflwXa  of  Democritus 
(Diogenes  Laertius,  X,  Letter  to  Herodotus)  and  to  his  distinction 
of  primary,  and  secondary  qualities.  In  the  critical  part  of 
his  system  he  tries  to  prove  the  veracity  of  the  senses.  His 
arguments  are  as  follows  : 

Firstly,  through  the  senses  we  only  receive  some  external 
thing  into  ourselves.  The  senses  do  not  move  themselves,  they 
can  therefore  neither  add  to  nor  diminish  the  motion  communi- 
cated to  them  ;  therefore,  if  I  have  a  sensation  of  redness,  there 
must  exist  a  red  elSœXov.  This  argument  presupposes  that  the 
senses  are  entirely  passive.  Secondly,  sensation  is  an  immediate 
act  unaccompanied  by  reflection  or  memory,  therefore  it  gives 
the  impressions  just  as  they  are,  without  being  able  to  alter 
them.  This  is  the  first  argument  in  another  form.  Thirdly 
we  must  accept  our  sensations,  since  we  have  no  means  of 
controlling  them.  No  sense  can  control  itself,  much  less  two 
distinct  senses.  Lastly,  the  senses  cannot  be  controlled  bjr_ 
reason,  because  it  only  exists  through  them.  To  these  theoretical 
'^arguments  Epicurus  adds  the  practical  reflection,  that  if  we 
were  to  doubt  the  veracity  of  the  senses,  tollitur  omnis  ratio 
vitae  gerendax  (Cicero,  De  Fin.  II,  64). 

Stoicism  :  Mental  Activity  necessary  to  Sensible  Knowledge.— 
Principle  of  Padiscemihles. — Objections  of  the  New  Academy. 
According  to  the  Stoics,  every  thing  that  is  real  is  corporeal, 


i 


i   ; 


ê 


il 


I 


né 

I  IH 


i 


ff  •  ' 


56 


THE   PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


hence  all  reality  is  perceived  by  a  sense.  But  in  this,  as 
in  all  other  matters,  they  disagree  with  the  Epicureans:  in 
opposition  to  the  passivity  of  the  latter,  they  insist  on  activity  ; 
and  in  contradiction  to  tlie  Epicurean  relaxation  (avea-iç)  they 
urge  the  necessity  of  eftbrt,  tension  (tovoç).     Only  voluntary 

"  activity  on  the  part  of  the  mind  can  transform  sensation 
"into    knowledge.       In    the    first    place,    the    external    object 

--- makes  an  impression  on  the  soul  (rvirwaic  ev  ^v)^ii).  (,'leantlies 
took  this  expression  literally,  and  believed  in  a  tv-ttwctl^ 
that   was    hollow    and    in  relief.      Chrysippus  only   admitted 

\  an   alteration,   a  change  in   the  state  of   tlie  soul,  erepolwaic 

'  "^t^X^Ç  ;  the  impression  leaves  in  the  soul  an  image,  (pavraala, 
visum  (Cicero,  Acad.  T,  11).  This  was  a  passive  phenomenon, 
TrdOoç  ;  and  in  order  to  have  knowledge,  there  must  be  added 
to  the  (bavraa-la  the  (TvyKaTddea-ic,  or  the  assent  of  the  mind. 
Knowledge  only  exists  owing  to  the  assent  which  we  give  to 
an  image,  in  referring  it  to  an  external  object.  Our  sensations 
are  themselves  so  many  assents  ;  sensus  ipsos  asscnms  esse  (Cicero, 
Acad..  II,  33),  and  they  presuppose  the  exercise  of  a  force  which 
is  in  our  power,  and  which  depends  on  ourselves  alone.  Sed  ad 
haec  quae  visa  sunt,  et  quasi  accepta  seusihiis  assetisiouen  adjungit 
Zeno  animorum  ;  quam  esse  vtdt  in  nobis  positam  et  voluntariam 
(Cic.  Acad.  I,  11).  By  this  act  of  assent  the  (pavraa-la  l)ecomes 
(bavracrla  KaraXrjirTiKi},  comprehinsio.  Just  as  light  manifests 
both  itself  and  the  objects  it  illumines,  so  the  (pavraala  Kara- 
XriTTTiKYi  enables  us  to  know  both  itself  and  its  cause.  It  comes 
from  a  reality  and  represents  iSicojuLaTa,  the  special  qualities 
which  distinguish  each  object  from  all  others  (principle  of  in- 
discernibles)  and  it  cannot  deceive.  The  (pavraa-ia  KaraXfjirTiK)), 
is  recognized  by  its  own  evidence,  by  the  force  of  its  impact 
upon  the  soul  ;  it  is  evapytjç  Kal  irXrjKTiKri,  and  in  contrast  with 
the  (f)avTa(ria  a/uLvSpa  or  ckXutoç  is  a  sensation  that  forces  us  to 
assent.  But  we  must  remember  that  the  force  of  the  external 
impression  is  proportionate  to  the  voluntary  tension  of  the 
sense  that  receives  it,  to  the  energy  with  which  the  regulating 
principle  reacts  against  the  impulse  coming  from  without. 
"  Mens,  quae  sensuum  ferns  est,  naturalem  vim  habet,  quam 
intendit  ad  ea  quihus  movetur  "  (Cic.  AcaxJ.  II,  10).  What  strikes 
us  most  in  this  theory  of  the  Stoics  is  the  keen  sense  it  shows 
of  the  part  played  by  mental  activity  in  perception. 
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In  opposition  to  the  Stoics,  the  philosophers  of  the  new 
Academy,  Arcesilaus  and  Carneades,  maintain,  firstly,  that 
perception  is  passive;  secondly,  that  there  are  indiscernibles 
and  consequently  inevitable  confusions,  and  that  it  is  hupossible 
through  a-vyKaTaOeaL^s  to  obtain  evidence  of  this  (pavracrla 
evapyifç,  which  is  the  guarantee  of  sensible  knowledge. 

Mediaeval  Philosophers,  oiving  to  a  Misinterpretation,  ascribe 
to  Aristotle  th£Theoini_o£Repres^^^^  or  euUXa. 

The  Schoolmen  adopted  the  Epicurean  theory  of  representa- 
tive ideas,  which  they  ascribed  to  Aristotle.  They  thought 
that  by  the  form  of  objects  he  meant  their  images,  their 
€^iSœ\a,  and  they  endeavoured  to  reconcile  this  hypothesis 
with  the  spirituality  of  the  soul.  Objects  emit  images,  forms 
(species),  and  these  forms  are,  so  to  speak,  their  substitutes 
{vicarios)  ;  but  since  they  emanate  from  matter,  they  must  be 
material.  How  then  do  these  corporeal  forms  act  on  the  j 
incorporeal  soul?  First,  they  afïect  the  organs  physically, 
and  then  they  are  species  impressae  ;  and  the  mind  afterwards, 
by  its  own  activity,  transforms  them  into  species  expressae —  / 
that  is  to  say,  species  drawn  from  the  organs  and  spiritualized. 

Descartes  :  Physiologij  of  the  Senses.— The  Eodstenxie  of  the 
World  proved  by  the  Divine  Veracity.  Primary  and  Secondary 
Qualities, 

There  are,  according  to  Descartes,  three  kinds  of  notions. 
Notions  of  spiritual  substances,  notions  of  extended  things,  and 
notions  connected  with  the  union  of  mind  and  body.  These 
last  notions  constitute  sensibility.  Descartes  distinguishes 
seven  senses  :  an  internal  sense,  a  sort  of  vital  sense  by  which 
we  localize  sensible  data  within  the  body— hunger,  thirst,  pain, 
etc.  ;  the  five  external  senses  by  which  we  localize  sensations 
coming  from  without  ;  and  lastly,  the  passions,  with  which  we 
are  not  here  concerned. 

Descartes'  physiology  of  the  senses  is  very  remarkable. 
Whatever  the  external  apparatus  which  receives  the  impression 
may  be,  the  media  of  sensation  are  always  the  nerves,  and 
nothing  but  the  nerves.  The  skin  is  no  more  the  organ  of 
touch  than  are  the  gloves  when  we  handle  some  body  with  our 
gloves  on.     Passed  evenly  over  a  body,  the  nerves  of  touch  give 
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the  sensation  of  a  smooth  body,  passed  unevenly,  of  a  rough,  un- 
equal surface.  Likewise,  according  to  the  divers  ways  in  which 
they  are  affected,  they  will  give  us  all  the  other  qualities 
belonging  to  touch  in  general — humidity,  weight,  dryness.  Smell 
and  taste  are  only  more  delicate  kinds  of  touch.  Descartes 
made  a  special  study  of  tlie  sensations  of  hearing  and  sight 
{Compendium  musicœ;  Dioptrique).  The  perception  of  a  harsh  or 
soft  sound  depends  on  the  force  with  which  the  ear  is  struck. 
Harmony  or  discord  depend  on  the  intervals  between  the 
small  vibrations  or  agitations  of  the  air.  By  sight  we  perceive 
from  a  distance  the  external  ([ualities   of  bodies  ;    therefore 

\ between  vision  and  a  distant  object  there  must  be  a  medium. 
This  medium  is  what  is  called  light. 

"In  the  bodies  that  we  call  luminous,  the  light  is  simply  certain 
motions,  or  a  very  prompt  and  lively  action,  which  passes  to  our  eyes 
through  the  medium  of  the  air  and  of  other  transparent  bodies,  just  as 
the  motion  or  resistance  of  the  bodies  which  a  blind  man  meets  reaches 
his  hand  through  the  medium  of  his  walking-stick." 

Descartes  examines  the  anatomy  of  the  eye,  and  analyzes 
with  great  accuracy  its  different  layers  and  humours,  and  then 
shows  by  experiment  how  it  is  that  objects^  come^toj2e_painted 
on  the  retina  {Dioptrique,  p.  42), — his  inference  being  that  in 
vision  the  eye  plays  the  part  of  a  camera  dbscura. 

The  duality  of  the  organs  of  sight  and  hearing,  and  also  the 
connection  which  we  establish  between  the  data  of  the  different 
senses,  oblige  us,  Descartes  says,  to  admit  the  existence  of  a 
single  centre,  a  kind  of  sensoriiim  comrmine.  External  impres- 
Isions  act  on  the  nerves,  which  are  tubes  filled  with  animal 
I  spirits.  The  latter  are  a  kind  of  subtle  fire,  a  material 
substance  in  a  state  of  commotion,  an  elastic  fluid,  vapours  of 
the  blood  elaborated  in  the  heart  and  set  in  motion  by  the 
slightest  shock.  All  these  tubes  go  up  to  the  brain  and  meet 
in  the  pineal  gland,  which  is  the  principal  seat  of  the  soul. 

"  Since  we  only  see  one  and  tlie  same  thing  with  our  two  eyes,  and  onlj 
hear  one  sound  with  our  two  ears,  and,  lastly,  have  never  more  than  one 
thought  at  a  time,  it  must  necessarily  be  that  the  species  which  enter  by 
our  two  eyes  or  by  our  two  ears  join  somewhere  in  order  to  be  considered 
by  the  mind,  and  in  the  whole  head  it  is  impossible  to  find  any  place 
where  this  could  happen  except  the  pineal  gland"  (Ed.  V.  Cousin, 
vol.  VIII,  p.  200). 
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And  now,  what  are  the  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  sensible 
knowledge  ?  As  the  notion  of  extension  is  itself  a  distinct 
notion,  an  external  world  Js^ possible.  But  the  idea  of  exten- 
sion does  not,Tîke  the  idea  of  God,  involve  existence.  We  have, 
therefore,  to  prove  that  there  is  a  reality  corresponding  to  our 
sensations,  {a)  In  the  first  place,  sensations  are  more  vivid 
tlian  images.  But  this  criterion  is  insufhcient  :  for  in  dreams, 
images  are  often  as  clear  as  are  our  perceptions  when  awake. 
(h)  But  while  this  is  true,  a  man  does  not  link  the  images 
of  his  dreams  together,  still  less  does  he  connect  different 
dreams  together,  whereas  our  perceptions,  on  the  contrary, 
are  linked  together  according  to  the  laws  of  nature.  And 
hence  we  are  al)le  to  distinguish  between  our  dreams  and 
our  waking  hours.  Nevertheless,  to  distinguish  between 
dreams  and  perceptions  is  not  to  prove  the  reality  of  a 
world  that  is  external  to  the  mind  that  thinks  it.  The 
connection  between  our  sensations  does  not  enable  us  to 
get  outside  ourselves,  (c)  My  sensations  are  involuntary  ;  it 
is  not  I  who  gave  them  to  myself.  To  every  idea  there 
must  correspond  a  reality,  which  contains  formally  (really) 
as  much  perfection  as  the  idea  contains  objectively  (repre- 
sents). As  I  do  not  give  myself  my  own  sensations,  there 
remain  two  hypotheses.  Either  the  reality  corresponding 
to  my  sensations  is  an  external  world  relative  to  them,  or  it 
is  God  who  causes  these  sensible  modifications  in  my  mind. 
But  as  on  the  occurrence  of  sensations  we  are  irresistibly  led  to 
imagine  the  existence  of  an  external  world,  to  suppose  that 
God  deceives  us  by  causing  directly  in  us  sensations  to  which 
there  corresponds  no  real  extended  thing,  would  l)e  to  doubt 
His  veracity. 

Are  we  then  to  understand  that  all  our  sensations  are 
qualities  of  objects  outside  ourselves — that  the  heat  is  in  the 
fire  ;  that  the  perfume  is  in  the  rose  ?  This  inference  was  pro- 
hibited to  Descartes  both  by  his  theory  of  knowledge  and  by 
his  mechanical  conception  of  the  universe.  The  omnipotence 
of  God  makes  it  permissible  to  assert  that  there  is  a  reality 
corresponding  to  every  clear  and  distinct  idea.  On  the  other 
hand,  our  sensations  of  smell,  taste,  sound,  light,  and  heat,  are 
only  lively  but  confused  afifections.  Of  all  that  we  know  of 
the  material  world,  extension  alone,  with  which  geometry  has 
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to  do,  is  a  clear  and  distinct  notion.  Extension,  therefore,  is 
the  only  real  and  objective  thing  in  the  material  world.  It  is 
as  extension  and  motion,  «ir  changes  of  situation  in  space,  that 
we  are  to  conceive  the  universe.  But  the  sensations  of  sound, 
heat,  and  light  have  no  immediate  relation  to  extension,  and 
C(msequently  have  no  existence  in  things.  They  have  no  basis 
except  certain  movements,  concerning  which  we  learn  nothing 
through  them  (6th  Médit).  Moreover,  every  other  theory  leads 
to  absurd  conse(j[uences.  To  regard  heat  as  a  quality  of  l)odies 
would  1)6  to  suppose  that  fire  has  alternately  contrary  qualities, 
according  as  we  go  nearer  to  or  further  from  it  and  find  its 
heat  pleasurable  or  painful  ;  or  that  the  pin  has  a  sensation  of 
being  pricked  analogous  to  that  which  it  o^iuses  us  to  feel. 
There  are,  therefore,  secondary  qualitieg  without  which  matter 
is  coneelvable,  and  which  only  exist  Tlirough  the  relation  of 
things  to  us  ;  and  om  primary  (quality,  namely,  extension,  with- 
out which  it  is  impossi])le  to  conceive  matter,  since  extension 
alone  constitutes  its  reality. 

Malebranche  applies  the   Theory  of  Occasional  Causes  to  Ex- 
ternal Perception.      He  is  the  Precursor  of  the  Associationists. 

Descartes'  physiology  and  his  theory  of  animal  spirits  were 
adopted  by  Malebranche  ;  he  accepted  the  ('artesian  mechanism, 
and  hence  the  distinction_of  primary  and  secondary  qualities^ 
But  to  him  external  perception"lvas~ônîy  a  parttciilar  case  of 
the    general   problem   of    the   jntercoimmmiûn  of    substani^es. 
How   do    bodies  connnunicate  with   the  soul?"  In   the    first 
])lace,  he  refutes  with  nmch  force  the  mediaeval  theory,  and 
ridicules   those   material  ambassadors  which   are  sent  out  by 
things,  and  find  their  way  in  space  so  well  that  they  never  get 
mixed.     The  doctrine  of  the  ctSœXa  is  therefore  false,  but  this 
does  not  mean  that  we  perceive  objects  directly.     There  is  no 
direct    action    of    matter    on    mind.     A    reciprocal    influence 
between   two  unrelated  substances  is  inconceivable.     The  im- 
nediate  object  in  our  mind  "  when  it  perceives  the  sun,  for 
instance,  is  not  the  sun,  but  something  closely  united  to  our 
mind,  and  this  is  what  I  call  an  ideM,"  {Recherche  de  la  Vérité, 
Vol.  Ill,  Pt.  2,  Ch.  I).    What  produces  these  ideas  in  us  ?     Here 
Malebranche  applies  the  theory  of  occasional  cames.     In  the 
world  of  spirits,  as  well  as  in  the  world  of  bodies,  all  positive 
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action  comes  from  God.  The  ideas  corresponding  to  an  im- 
pression come  therefore  neither  from  objects  nor  from  me.  It 
is  God  "  who,  on  the  occasion  of  the  impressions  made  on  the 
brain,"  reveals  to  us,  as  far  as  he  deems  it  proper,  his  own 
ideas  of  objects.  Sensations  are  merely  obscure  and  confused 
modifications  of  the  idea  of  extension,  which  is  the  one  clear 
intelligible  idea.  The  senses  only  make  us  know  things  in  so 
far  as  thev  are  related  to  the  preservation  of  our  bodies,  and 
not  as  they  are  in  themselves  {Ibid.  I,  Ch.  V,  3). 

But  is  there   a  real   world   corresponding  to  these  sensa- 
tions ?     To  this  question  reason  gives  no  answer. 

The  foregoing  theory  in  itself  proxes  the  superfluousness  of 
an  external  world.  Objects  are  not  known  directly.  When 
I  am  affected  in  a  certain  way,  God  suggests  to  me,  for  instance, 
the  idea  of  a  rose.  If  we  did  away  with  the  external  world 
everything  would  go  on  as  before.  It  is  enough  if  by  a  direct 
action  God  produces  the  ideas  which  He  suggests  to  me  on  the 
occasion  of  there  being  such  or  such  an  object.  But  if  this  l)e 
the  case,  the  world  must  be  composed  of  ideas,  and  this  in  fact 
TsThe  hypothesis  of  ]\Ialebranche.  The  object,  instead  of  having 
a  real  existence,  would  be  a  collection  of  sensations  constantly 
associated  wjth  one  anotjier.^  This  is  the  hypothesis  of 
Berkeley.  Thus  to  reason  Ihe  existence  of  bodies  is  pro- 
blematic, and  even  useless  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  proved 
by  faith  and  by  revelation. 

"  Faith  alone  can  convince  us  that  there  are  bodies.  It  is  not  even 
possible  to  know  with  certainty  that  God  is  the  creator  of  the  world,  for 
such  a  certainty  can  only  arise  from  the  perception  of  necessary  relations, 
and  there  are  no  necessary  relations  between  God  and  such  a  world. 
Fides  ex  auditu  :  this  at  first  applies  only  to  human  appearances.  Bui 
what  we  have  learnt  through  these  appearances  is  incontestable.  Now 
the  appearance  of  Holy  Writ  teaches  us  that  God  created  a  heaven  and 
an  earth,  etc.  Therefore  through  faith  it  is  certain  that  there  are  bodies, 
and  through  faith  these  appearances  become  realities"  (6«  Entret.  met.). 

With  regard  to  the  illusions  of  the  senses  {Bech.  de  la  Ver. 
Vol.    I,   Chap.   VII,   9),   Malebranche   was    one    of    the    first 
philosophers  who  analyzed  some  of  our  apparently  simple  and  '  . 
irreducible  perceptions  to  composite  sensations  or  subconscious    ' 
acts  of  judgment.     He  was  the  first  to  offer  those  psychological 
explanations,  the   use  of  which   was  with  Berkeley   and  the 
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English  psych(^logists,  and  is  to-day  with  physiologists  (e.ff, 
Helraholtz),  a  regular  method.  Malebranche  points  out,  for 
example,  that  no  physical  reason  can  be  found  for  the  fact 
that  the  moon  appears  to  us  larger  at  the  horizon  than  at  its 
zenith.  There  must  in  this  case  be  an  unconscious  mental 
act,  founded  on  the  association  of  ideas — an  illusion  strength- 
ened by  hal>it.  By  this  explanation,  Malebranche  reduces 
what  appears  at  first  to  be  an  immediate  and  simple  perception 
to  a  complex  mental  act,  and  this  is  the  method  that  has 
been  adopted  by  our  contemporary  Englisli  psychologists. 

Spinoza, 

In  Spinoza's  system  the  divine  substance  reveals  itself  to 
us  in  two  parallel  attributes,  extension  and  thought.  To 
every  mode  of  extension  there  corresponds  a  mofle  of  thought. 
The  human  soul  is  only  the  idea  of  the  human  body.  When 
our  bodies  are  affected  we  perceive  the  foreign  body  as  acting 
upon  us.  This  is  a  corollary  of  the  parallelism  of  the  two 
divine    attributes.      But    this    knowledge,   which    is    acquired 

i^ihrough  the  senses,  is  necessarily  inadequate  and  confused,  for 
it  only  represents  the  relation  of  our  body  to  another  body. 

Leibnitz  makes  external  Perception  depend  on  Fre-establùhed 
Harmony. 

The  monads  of  Leibnitz  have  no  windows  looking  out  by 
which  the  species  might  reach  them.  The  monad  is  a  simple 
spiritual  force,  and  its  essential  attributes  are  perception  and 
appetition.  All  its  acts  are  spontaneous  and  represent  its 
own  development;  but  as  the  acts  of  each  monad  have  been 
calculated  by  God  in  relation  with  all  the  acts  of  all  the  other 
monads,  all  the  monads  represent  the  \miverse,  each  from  its 
own  point  of  view.  Hence  Leibnitz,  like  all  the  other  Cartesians, 
defines  sensation  as  a  confused  perception.  "  It  is  our  confused 
perception  of  the  logical  and  true  relations  between  things 
that  causes  them  to  appear  to  us  as  objects  in  space  and  time  " 
(E.  Boutroux,  Monadologie,  p.  60).  The  external  world  as  it 
appears  to  us  is,  therefore,  the  product  of  our  imagination. 
Nevertheless  the  real  world  is  not  a  dream;  for,  in  the  first 
place,  the  monads  and  their  relations  are  symbols  of  it — they 
(are  phenomena  well  founded  bene  fundata,  (Erdmann,   426  b). 
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In  the  second  place,  our  perceptions  are  linked  together  accor^^ 
ing  to  general  rules  which  make  prediction  possible.  '"'" 

"...  The  ground  of  our  certitude  in  regard  to  universal  and  eternal 
truths  is  in  the  ideas  themselves,  independently  of  the  senses;  just  as 
ideas  pure  and  intelligible  do  not  depend  on  the  senses — for  example,  those 
of  being,  unity,  identity,  etc.  But  the  ideas  of  sensible  qualities,  as 
colour,  sense,  etc.  (which  in  reality  are  only  phantoms),  come  to  us  from 
the  senses,  i.e.  from  oui  confused  perceptions.  And  the  basis  of  the 
truth  of  contingent  and  singular  things  is  in  the  succession  which 
causes  these  phenomena  of  the  senses  to  be  rightly  united  as  the  in- 
telligible truths  demand  "  {New  Essays  07i  the  Human  Undet  standing^  Bk. 
IV,  Ch.  IV). 

Loche  :  Umpirical  Study  of  the  Data  of  the  Senses, 

In  the  Cartesian  school,  the  problem  of  extei'nal  perception 
was  treated  as  part  of  the  metaphysical  problem  of  the 
relations  of  mind  and  matter,  the  same  solution  being 
applied  to  both.  Locke,  on  the  other  hand,  took  the  empirical 
point  of  view.  In  the  first  place  he  separates  Psychology 
entirely  from  Physiology.  He  does  not,  like  Descartes  and 
Malebranche,  insist  on  the  existence  of  animal  spirits,  and  on 
the  mechanical  nature  of  perception.  According  to  him, 
perception  takes  place  when  the  impression  made  on  the  organ 
is  transmitted  to  the  mind.  The  mind  is  a  purel^y  passive 
faculty,  it  cannot  do  otherwise  than  perceive  what  it  perceives. 
Sensible  qualities  are  simple  lÏÏeas^tïïât'Tsfd  'sày7  they  are 
not  "distinguishable  into  different  ideas  "  (On  the  Human  Under- 
standing,  Vol.  I,  Bk.  II,  Chap.  II).  Some  of  these  simple  ideas 
"  have  admittance  to  the  mind  only  through  one  sense,  which 
is  peculiarly  adapted  to  receive  them  "  {Ibid.  Chap.  Ill), 
such  are  colours,  sounds,  smells,  tastes,  solidity.  The  ideas 
we  get  by  more  than  one  sense  are,  of  space  or  extension, 
figure,  rest,  and  motion  ;  for  these  make  perceivable  impres- 
sions both  on  the  eyes  and  touch  "  (Ibid.  Ch.  V).  Locke 
explains  the  education  of  our  sight  by  a  process  of  induction, 
which  owing  to  habit  has  become  unconscious.  "  A  round 
globe  appears  at  first  to  the  eye  as  a  flat  circle  variously 
shadowed.  .  .  .  Habits  come  at  last  to  produce  actions  in 
us  which  often  escape  our  observation  "  (Ibid.  Ch.  V). 

As   regards    what   we   really   know    by   the    senses,   Locke 
says  : 
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"  It  is  evident  the  mind  knows  not  things  immediately,  but  only  by 
the  intervention  of  the  ideas  it  has  of  them.  Our  knowledge  therefore 
is  real  only  so  far  as  there  is  a  conformity  between  our  ideas  and  the 
reality  of  things  "  (Bk.  II,  Ch.  IV). 

^  ^,How  can  we  be  sure  of  this  conformity  ?     Sensible  know- 
ledge is  neither  a  simple  intuition  nor  a  knowledge  capable  of 
^ro^f,  but  there  are  good  reasons  for  believing  that  a  reahty 
p.nrresponds  to  our  ideas  :  sensations  are  iuvdviatâD:ZiHêX-â£& 
^g?r^?5duce(l  by  one's"  self,  they  are  more  lively  than  images... 
thev  corroborate  one  another's  testhnony.    Like  Epicurus,  Locke 
aiTives  at  the  conclusion  that  knowledge  derived  from  sensation 
is  as  certain   as  pleasure  or   pain   {Ibid.  Ch.  II).     "But  we 
must  not  think   that  our   ideas   are  exactly  the  images  and 
resemblances  of  something  inherent  in  the  object."     Sensible 
qualities  are  of  two  kinds:    firstly,  the  original  or   primary 
qualities,  as   solidity,  extension,   figure,   and   mobility;    these 
are  so  inseparable  from  the  body  that  it  keeps  them  always, 
whatever    other    changes    it    may    undergo:     secondly,    the 
secondary    qualities,  such    as    colours,    sounds,    tastes:    these 
secondary  qualities  have  no  reality. 

«  Such  qualities,  which  in  truth  are  nothing  in  the  objects  themselves, 
but  powers  to  produce  various  sensations  in  us  by  their  primary  qualities 
the  ideas  of  primary  qualities  of  bodies  are  resemblances  of  them, 
'and  their  patterns  do  really  exist  in  the  bodies  themselves  ;  but  the  ideas 
produced  in  us  by  Secondary  qualities,  have  no  resemblance  of  them  at 
all  .  .  .  they  are  only  the  power  to  produce  those  sensations  in  us.' 
(Bk.  II,  Ch.  VIII). 

'Berkeley  :  Psychological  Method,    Influence  of  Malebrarwhe  and 
Locke.     Idealism. 

What  Stuart  Mill  calls  the  psychological  method,  and 
opposes  to  the  introspective  method,  was  first  introduced  by 
Berkeley.  The  peculiarity  of  the  psychological  method  is, 
that  instead  of  being  content  with  the  mental  analysis  which 
arises  out  of  the  reflection  of  the  ego  on  itself,  it  discerns  m 
apparently  simple  and  direct  intuitions  an  already  complex 
collection  of  elementary  phenomena  fused  and  fixed  into  a 
combination,  the  complexity  of  which,  owing  to  habit,  we  do 
not  suspect. 

"The  Psychological  Theory  maintains    that    there    are    associations 
naturally,  and  even  necessarily  generated  by  the  order  of  our  sensations. 
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which,  supposing  no  intuition  of  an  external  world  to  have  existed  in 
consciousness,  would  inevitably  generate  the  belief,  and  would  cause  it  to 
be  regarded  as  an  intuition  "  (Mill's  Examinatimi  of  Hamilton's  Philo- 
sophy^ Chap.  XI,  p.  190). 

This  is  exactly  Berkeley's  thesis.  He  endeavours  to 
explain  our  apparent  intuition  of  an  external  world,  which, 
according  to  him,  does  not  exist,  by  the  association  of  con- 
stantly connected  sensations.  In  Malebranche  and  Locke  we 
find  the  antecedents  of  Berkeley's  theory.  Locke  denies  tha^ 
we  know  sensible  things  directly,  and  reduces  the  notion  of 
substance  to  a  collection  of  qualities  that  are  always  perceived 
together.  In  Malebranche's  theory  the  reality  of  an  external 
world  was,  as  we  have  seen,  superfluous.  It  would  have  been 
better  to  do  away  altogether  with  this  unnecessary  medium,  and 
to  admit  an  immediate  action  of  the  Divine  mind  on  the  human 
mind,  a  direct  suggestion  of  ideas,  whose  constant  relations  are 
exactly  the  same  as  those  which  we  observe  in  the  world  of 
phenomena.  Berkeley's  idealism  is  merely  the  theory  of  Male- 
branche simplified,  and  combined  with  Locke's  empiricism. 

That  the  secondary  qualities  depend  on  the  subject  seemed, 
after  Descartes'  demonstration,  to  be  undeniable.  The 
same  water  seems  to  be  at  one  time  hot  and  at  another  cold, 
or  even  cold  to  the  left  hand  and  hot  to  the  right,  if  our 
hands  happen  to  have  a  different  temperature.  Are  we  then 
to  ascribe  more  reality  to  the  primary  qualities  ?  According 
to  Berkeley,  the  primary  as  well  as  the  secondary  qualities 
are  merely  sensations — or  ideas,  as  he  calls  them.  An  idea,  he 
says,  can  only  exist  in  the  mind  perceiving  it  {Principles  of 
Hitman,  Knowledge  §  33).  If  this  is  the  case,  if  neither  the 
secondary  nor  the  primary  qualities  have  any  existence  outside 
ourselves,  when  we  imagine  that  we  perceive  an  object  we  are  in 
reality  only  combining  elementary  sensations.  In  the  opinion 
of  the  vulgar,  there  is,  for  instance,  a  connection  between  the 
visible  and  the  tangible  extension  of  this  table  :  they  are  two 
qualities  of  the  same  object,  two  modes  of  the  same  substance. 
Berkeley  declares  that  there  is  a  visible  extension  and  a 
tangible  extension,  that  the  two  are  of  an  entirely  dififerent 
nature,  and  that  there  is  no  necessary  connection  between  them. 

"  The  ideas  of  sight  and  touch  make  two  species  entirely  distinct  and 
heterogeneous  ...  so  that,  in  strict  truth,  the  ideas  of  sight,  when  we 
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apprehend  by  them  distance  and  things  placed  at  a  distance  do  not  sug- 
gest or  mark  out  to  us  things  actually  existing  at  a  distance,  but  only 
admonish  us  what  ideas  of  touch  will  be  imprinted  on  our  minds  at  such 
and  such  distances  of  time,  and  in  consequence  of  such  or  such  actions. 
.  .  .  visible  ideas  are  the  language  whereby  the  governing  Spirit,  on 
whom  we  depend,  informs  us  what  tangible  idea^  He  is  about  to  imprint 
upon  us,  in  case  we  excite  this  or  that  motion  in  our  bodies  »  (Pmi.  of 
Human  Knowledge^  1st  part,  44). 

"  We  perceive  distance  not  immediately,  but  by  mediation  of  a 
sign  which  hath  no  likeness  to  it  or  necessary  connection  with 
it,  but  only  suggests  it  from  repeated  experience,  as  words  do 
things  "  (Alciphron,  4th  Dialogue).     The  Divine  will  has  estab- 
lished  a  constant   relation   and    correspondence    between    the 
visible  size  and  figure  of  objects  and  their  tangible  size  and 
figure.     To  every  modification  of  the  one  there  corresponds 
a    parallel    modification    in    the    other,    and    owing    to    this 
correspondence   we  learn  by  experience  to  know  the  tangible 
size  and  figure  of  an   object  by   its  visible  size  and   figure. 
Such  judgments  are  so  familar  and  habitual  to  us,  that  we 
are  quite ''unconscious  of  them,  and  that  we  imagine  ourselves 
to  have  an  immediate  perception  of  the  tangible  qualities,  which 
through  habit  we  infer  from  the  visible  qualities  that  have 
become  to  us  a  sign  of  them.    What  is  true  of  touch  and  vision 
is  equally  true  of  all  the  other  sensations.     They  are  so  many 
ideas,  and  have  no  connection  with  one  another,  beyond  that 
which  has  been  established  by  the  divine  Will  and  Intelligence. 
What  then  is  an  object  ?    It  is  a  collection,  a  sum  of  sensations, 
which  experience  has  always  given  to  us  together,  and  which 
owing  to  habit  we  are  unable  to  dissociate  in  our  minds. 

Berkeley  foresaw  an  objection  which  must  inevitably  be 
brought  against  his  theory.  If  there  is  no  real  object  outside 
us  corresponding  to  those  purely  mental  modifications  which  we 
call  the  sensations,  how  are  we  able  to  distinguish  fact  from 
fancy,  sensations  from  images  ?  The  first  mark  which  enables 
us  to  make  this  distinction  is  the  liveliness  of  our  sensations 
as  compared  with  images.  Sensations  are  awakened  in  us 
directly  by  the  divine  action,  whereas  images  are  only  the  reflec- 
tions of  these  ideas.  In  the  second  place,  there  is  more  order  and 
coherence  in  things  than  in  the  fictions  of  our  brain,  for  they 
succeed  each  other  and  are  linked  together  by  necessary  laws 
which  correspond  to  the  laws  observed  by  the  Supreme  Mind. 


THE  SENSES  AND  EXTERNAL  PERCEPTION  67 

It  is  the  invariability  of  certain  purely  ideal  relations  that  / 
constitutes  the  objective  value  of  our  perception.  (Principles 
of  Knowledge,  §  33).  The  permanence  of  sensible  things  implies 
the  existence  of  a  permanent  and  unchanging  Providence.  We 
are  therefore  able  to  distinguish  real  things  from  the  chimeras 
of  phantasy  ;  but  these  real  things  are  none  the  less  ideas,  and 
ideas  can  only  exist  in  the  mind.  Berkeley's  conclusion  is 
that  what  we  feel  are  our  sensations  themselves,  and  there  is 
no  need  to  look  for  anything  beyond  these;  for  the  world  is 
nothing  more  than  the  sum  total  of  these  sensations.  "  Esse  est 
per  dpi.'' 

Berkeley's  Idealistic  Analysis  resumed  and  developed  hy  David 
Hume. 

Berkeley's  analysis  was  continued  and  developed  in  a 
masterly  manner  by  Hume. 

"  It  seems  evident  that  men  are  carried  by  a  natural  instinct  or  pre- 
possession to  repose  faith  in  their  senses  ;  and  that,  without  any  reasoning 
or  even  almost  before  the  use  of  reason,  we  suppose  an  external  universe 
which  depends  not  on  our  preception,  but  would  exist  though  we  and 
every  sensible  creature  were  absent  or  annihilated.  ..."  {Inquiry 
concenmig  the  Human  Understanding). 

As  long  as  men  follow  this  instinct  they  never  have  any 
suspicion  that  these  objects  are  nothing  but  representations  of 
the  mind.  Whether  I  am  here  or  not  this  table  will  exist  :  it 
is  not  my  presence  that  gives  it  beingc      This  is  the  first  stage. 

"  But  this  universal  and  primary  opinion  of  all  men  is  soon  destroyed 
by  the  slightest  philosophy,  which  teaches  us  that  nothing  can  ever  be 
present  to  the  mind  but  an  image  or  perception,  and  that  the  senses  are 
only  the  inlets  through  which  these  images  are  conveyed,  without  being 
able  to  produce  any  immediate  intercourse  between  the  mind  and  the 
object  "  (Ibid.). 

Thus  we  advance  from  the  opinion  of  common  sense  to  the 
first  stage  in  philosophical  reflection. 

"...  No  man  who  reflects  ever  doubted  that  the  existences  which  we 
consider,  when  we  say,  this  house  and  that  tree  are  nothing  but  perceptions 
in  the  mind,  and  fleeting  copies  or  representations  of  other  existences 
which  remain  uniform  and  independent." 

But  it  is  difficult  to  persist  in  this  reflective  and  philo- 
sophical realism. 
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"  By  what  argument  can  it  be  proved  that  the  perceptions  of  the  mind 
must  be  caused  by  external  objects,  entirely  different  from  them,  though 
resembling  them  (if  that  be  possible),  and  could  not  arise  either  from  the 
energy  of  the  mind  itself,  or  from  the  suggestion  of  some  invisible  and 
unknown  spirit,  or  from  some  other  cause  still  more  unknown  to  us  ?  " 
{Ibid.).  "  It  is  acknowledged  that,  in  fact,  many  of  these  perceptions 
arise  not  from  anything  external,  as  in  dreams,  madness,  and  other 
diseases.  And  nothing  can  be  more  inexplicable  than  the  manner  in 
which  body  should  so  operate  upon  mind  as  ever  to  convey  an  image 
of  itself  to  a  substance  supposed  of  so  different  and  even  contrary  a 
nature.  .  .  ." 


"It  is  a  question  of  fact  whether  the  perceptions  of  the  senses  be 
produced  by  external  objects  resembling  them  :  how  shall  this  question 
be  determined?  By  experience  surely,  as  all  other  questions  of  a  like 
nature.  But  here  experience  is  and  must  be  entirely  silent.  The  mind 
has  never  anything  present  to  it  but  the  perceptions,  and  cannot  possibly 
reach  any  experience  of  their  connection  with  objects  "  {Ibid.). 

To  these  arguments  Hume  adds  those  that  can  be  drawn 
from  the  analysis  of  perception.  It  is  universally  allowed  that 
the  secondary  qualities  only  exist  in  the  mind,  and  all  the 
arguments  that  are  employed  to  prove  this  apply  also  to  the 
primary  qualities.  "  The  idea  of  extension  is  entirely  acquired 
from  the  senses  of  sight  and  feeling." 

But  if  we  only  know  our  own  mental  states,  how  is  it  that 
we  are  able  to  distinguish  what  we  imagine  from  what  is  real, 
or,  as  Hume  puts  it,  fiction  from  belief  ? 

*'  The  difference  between  fiction  and  belief  lies  in  some  sentiment  or 
feeling,  which  is  annexed  to  the  latter,  not  the  former,  and  which  depends 
not  on  the  will  nor  can  be  commanded  at  pleasure.  It  must  be  excited 
by  nature  like  all  other  sentiments  and  must  arise  from  the  particular 
situation  in  which  the  mind  is  placed  at  any  particular  junction" 
{Inquiry  concerning  the  Hicman  Understanding^  Sect.  V,  Part  II). 

Everyone  knows  what  is  meant  by  belief  ;  it  is  a  feeling  as 
difficult  to  define  as  would  be  *'  the  feeling  of  cold,  or  passion  of 
anger  to  a  creature  who  had  never  had  any  experience  of  these 
sentiments."  It  must  be  admitted  that  this  is  not  very 
satisfactory.     The  following  is  more  clear  : 

"  The  sentiment  of  belief  is  nothing  but  a  conception  more  intense  and 
steady  than  what  attends  the  mere  fictions  of  the  imagination,  and  that 
this  manner  of  conception  arises  from  a  customary  conjunction  of  the 
object  with  something  present  to  the  memory  or  senses  "  {Ibid.). 
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Hume's  distinction  rests,  then,  on  the  difference  between  the 
livelier  and  the  feebler  consciousness,  and  on  the  habitual  con- 
nection between  ideas.  For  instance,  a  present  sensation  will, 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  association,  awaken  such  and 
such  an  idea,  and  this  idea  is  distinguished  from  mere  fancy 
by  its  connection  with  the  actual  sensation. 

"  When  I  throw  a  piece  of  dry  wood  into  a  fire,  my  mind  is  immediately 
carried  to  conceive  that  it  augments,  not  extinguishes  the  flame.  This 
transition  from  the  cause  to  the  effect  proceeds  not  from  reason.  It 
derives  its  origin  altogether  from  custom  and  experience.  And  as  it  first 
begins  from  an  object  present  to  the  senses,  it  renders  the  idea  or  concep- 
tion of  flame  more  strong  and  lively  than  any  loose  floating  reverie  of  the 
imagination.  That  idea  arises  immediately,  the  thought  moves  instantly 
towards  it,  and  conveys  to  it  all  that  force  of  conception  which  is  derived 
from  the  impression  present  to  the  sensation"  {Ibid.). 

Thus,  according  to  Hume,  belief  is  distinguished  from  fancy 
by  an  unanalyzable  feeling.  This  feeling  corresponds  to  certain 
livelier,  more  intense  states  of  consciousness,  and  also  to  an 
expectation  of  these  states  of  consciousness  under  certain 
circumstances.  Berkeley  had  said  the  same.  Sensations  are 
more  lively  than  images,  and  are  linked  together  according  to 
certain  laws.  But  in  Berkeley's  doctrine  these  laws  are  rules 
which  the  Divine  will  imposed  on  itself,  whereas  with  Hume 
ouF^xpectation  is  merely  the  result  of  experience  and  custom. 

The  consequence  of  this  doctrine  would  be  absolute  phe- 
nomenalism ;  but  having  got  so  far,  Hume  appears  to  havi 
been  seized  with  doubts.  The  constant  agreement  between 
nature  and  mind  arouses  his  wonder.  Why  does  the  cours 
of  nature  correspond  to  the  law  of  association  by  which  our 
ideas  are  governed  ?  We  expect  that  the  same  antecedents 
will  be  followed  by  the  same  consequents,  but  why  do  facts 
correspond  to  our  expectation  ?  Hume  here  departs  from  the 
mere  sceptical  empiricism  with  which  his  philosophy  is  usually 
associated.  In  virtue  of  the  relations  established  by  nature, 
he  says,  every  idea  calls  up  in  the  mind  a  correlative  idea,  and 
by  an  easy  and  imperceptible  transition  draws  our  attention 
to  it. 

"  Here  then  is  a  kind  of  pre-established  harmony  between  the  course 
of  nature  and  the  succession  of  our  ideas  ;  and  though  the  powers  and 
forces  by  which  the  former  is  governed  be  wholly  unknown  to  us,  yet  our 
thoughts  and  conceptions  have  still,  we  find,  gone  on  in  the  same  train 
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with  the  other  works  of  nature.  ...  Aa  nature  has  taught  us  the  use  of 
our  limbs  without  giving  us  the  knowledge  of  the  muscles  and  nerves  by 
which  they  are  actuated,  so  has  she  implanted  in  us  an  instinct  which 
carries  forward  the  thought  in  a  corresponding  course  to  that  which  she 
has  established  among  external  objects,  though  we  are  ignorant  of  those 
powers  and  forces  on  which  this  regular  course  and  succession  of  objects 
totally  depends"  {Ihid.  Sect.  V,  Pt.  II). 

Kant's  Criticism  :  Space  an  a  priori  form  of  Sense. — Beal 
Existence  of  Things  in  themselves. — Refutation  of  Idealism. 

To  Hume  must  be  given  the  credit  of  having  awakened 
Kant  from  his  "dogmatic  slumber."  Kant  wished  to  escape 
from  the  scepticism  which,  by  a  logical  and  necessary  evolu- 
tion, had  been  the  result  of  the  empirical  doctrines  of  the 
school  of  Locke,  and  this  he  did  ty  distinguishing  two  things 
in  knowledge  :  its  matter  and  its  form.  The  matter  is  the 
manifold  variable  element,  the  form  is  the  totality  of  the 
necessary  laws  by  which  alone  thought  is  possible.  Even  in 
the  mental  act  that  appears  to  be  most  simple,  namely, 
the  perception  of  external  objects,  the  distinction  ])etween 
matter  and  form  applies.  External  perception  is  not  a  faculty 
with  which  we  have  been  endowed  :  it  is  a  form  of  the  mind, 
it  is  space.  To  perceive  external  things  is  to  add  the  quality 
of  externality  or  of  being  spatial  to  our  sensations.  Sound, 
colour,  and  resistance  are  only  mental  modifications.  The 
external  world  only  exists  for  us  when  these  modifications  are 
situated  in  space,  and  it  is  the  mind  that  provides  the  space  : 
therefore  it  is  the  mind  that  makes  the  external  world.  ^To  be 
capable  of  perception,  and  to  provide  the  form  of  space,  ai;:fi_one 
and  the  same  thing. 

Spatium  non  est  aliquid  objectivi  et  realiSy  7tec  substantia^  nee 
accidenSf  nee  relatio,  sed  suhjectivum  et  idéale^  e  natura  mentis 
stabili  lege  proficiscens,  veluti  schema  omnia  omnino  externe  sensa 
sibi  coordinandi  (De  mundi  sensibilis  atque  intelligibilis  forma  et 
principiis,  1770). 

Hence  when  we  try  to  reach  through  our  sensations  a  world 
which  is  really  extended,  and  forms  a  whole  independent  of 
the  mind,  it  is  not  surprising  that  we  should  fall  into  hopeless 
contradictions.  Not  that  Kant  was  an  idealist  in  the  usual 
sense  of  the  word.  The  mind  supplies  the  fonu  of  knowledge, 
but  not  its   matter.     If   we   cannot   reach  this  matter,  it  is 
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beaiuse  it  is  beyond  our  grasp,  because  it  is  in  itself  unattain- 
able, and  only  reaches  us  when  it  has  passed  through  the  forms 
of  sense.  The  matter  of  our  knowledge  has  none  the  less  a 
real  and  separate  existence. 

Kant  confirms  this  doctrine  of  the  real  existence  of  things 
by  his  refutation  of  Idealism.  There  are,  according  to  him, 
two  kinds  of  Idealism  :  firstly,  the  problematical  Idealism  of 
Descartes,  who  asserts  nothing  as  to  the  existence  of  external 
things,  but  merely  says  that  we  are  unable  to  prove  any 
existence  except  our  own  :  secondly,  the  dogmatic  Idealism  of 
Berkeley,  "  who  maintains  that  space,  together  with  all  the 
objects  of  which  it  is  the  inseparable  condition,  is  a  thing  in 
itself  impossible,  and  consequently  the  objects  in  space  are 
mere  products  of  the  imagination." 

Berkeley's  Idealism  is  unavoidable  if  we  regard  space  as  a 
property  of  things  in  themselves  ;  for  space  thus  conceived  being 
non-existent,  all  those  things  of  which  it  is  a  condition  melt 
away  with  it.  Kant  considered  that  he  had  adequately  refuted 
this  form  of  idealism  when  he  proved  in  the  Transcendental 
Aesthetic  that  space  is  not  a  property  of  things,  but  a  form  of'/ 
the  mind. 

There  remains  problematical  Idealism.  In  order  to  refute 
this,  we  have  to  prove  that  "  _we  have  experience  of  external 
things,  and  not  mere  fancies.  For  this  purpose,  we  must 
prove  that  our  internal,  and  to  Descartes  indubitable,  experience 
is  itself  possible  only  under  the  previous  assumption  of  external 
experience."  Kant's  conception  is,  then,  that  our  internal  and 
external  experience  are  interdependent  ;  that  we  only  know 
ourselves  by  knowing  something  external  to  ourselves  ;  and, 
consequently,  that  we  have  an  immediate  consciousness  of 
external  things  as  well  as  of  ourselves.  Hence  this  theorem 
of  Kant's.  "  The  simple  but  empirically  determined  conscious- 
ness of  my  own  existence  proves  the  existence  of  external 
objects  in  space."  The  proof  is  as  follows:  "  I  am  conscious 
of  my  own  existence  as  determined  in  time.  All  determina- 
tion in  regard  to  time  presupposes  the  existence  of  something 
permanent  in  perception.  But  this  permanent  element  cannot 
be  in  the  representation  themselves,  none  of  which  are  per- 
manent, since  they  are  manifold,  distinct  from  each  other, 
and  fleeting.     There  nmst  therefore  be  something  permanent 
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that  is  distinct  from  my  representations,  namely,  an 
external  existence.  Why  should  this  permanent  something 
not  be  within  me  as  well,  instead  of  being  external  to 
me  ?  Kant's  explanation  of  this  is  most  obscure.  At  any 
rate,  according  to  him,  ''the  consciousness  of  my  o^vn  exist- 
ence is  at  the  same  time  an  inmiediate  consciousness  of 
the  existence  of  other  things  without  me  "  (Critique  of  Pure 
Beason). 

'  Thomas  JReid,  in  order  to  escape  from  Humes  Scepticism^ 
returns  to  Realism,     Striking  Analyses  and  Descriptions. 

Thomas  Reid,  alarmed  at  the  inferences  that  had  been 
drawn  by  Berkeley  and  Hume  from  Locke's  empiricism, 
endeavoured  to  escape  from  scepticism  by  bringing  philosophy 
back  to  common  sense.  He  dwells  more  especially  on  the 
psychological  problem,  and  gives  some  remarkable  analyses 
and  descriptions  of  psychological  facts.  He  describes  the 
physiological  conditions  of  external  perception  (the  impression, 
the  organ,  the  brain),  and  (Jistinguishes  between  the  faculty  of 
perceiving  and  the  organ  of  perception.  He  points  out  that 
sensation,  a  subjective  feeling,  is  not  to  be  confused  with  per^ 
ception,  which  is  a  knowledge,  He  distinguishes  our  original 
perceptions,  which  are  ultimate  and  may  be  compared  to  a 
natural  language,  from  our  acquired  perceptions,  which  are  the 
result  of  the  association  of  ideas  and  which  he  compares  to  an 
artificial  language.  Lastly,  he  gives  some  very  ingenious 
and  correct  explanations  of  the  so-called  illusions  of  the 
senses. 

In  the  critical  part  of  his  work  he  refutes  at  great  length 
the  doctrine  of  representative  ideas,  which,  according  to  him, 
was  accepted  by  all  philosophers  without  exception,  from  Plato 
down  to  Hume.  The  seed  of  scepticism  lies,  he  says,  in 
every  theory  that  admits  the  existence  of  media,  of  ideas  or 
images  of  the  real  object,  between  the  object  perceived  and  the 
perceiving  subject.  Against  this  hypothesis,  according  to  which 
the  existence  of  bodies  would  have  to  be  proved,  Reid  urges 
firstly  its  inconvenient  consequences,  and  secondly  the  testi- 
mony of  common  sense.  Men  believe  that  they  see  not  the 
images  of  objects,  but  the  objects  themselves.  Reid's  own 
theory  is  therefore  that  of  immediate  perception.      But  what,  on 


his  theory,  is  this  perception  ?      Merely  a  necessary  sugges- 
tion, a  belief. 

"  If,  therefore,  we  attend  to  that  act  of  oui'  mind  which  we  call  the 
perception  of  an  external  object  of  sense,  we  shall  find  in  it  these 
three  things  :  firsts  some  conception  or  notion  of  the  object  perceived  ; 
secondly^  a  strong  and  irresistible  conviction  and  beUef  of  its  present 
existence  ;  and  thirdly^  that  the  conviction  and  belief  are  immediate  and 
not  the  effect  of  reasoning  "  (Reid  On  the  lîitellectnal  Powers,  Essay  II, 
Chap.  V). 

Thus  sens_ations,  according  to  Reid,  are  not  images  hut  signs. 
Our  original  perceptions  are  like  a  natural  language,  our 
acquired  perceptions  like  an  artificial  language.  But  can  this 
be  called  immediate  perception  ? 

"  A  third  class  of  natural  signs  [our  sensations]  comprehends  those 
which,  though  we  never  before  had  any  notion  or  conception  of  the  thing 
signified,  do  suggest  it  or  conjure  it  up  as  it  were  by  a  natural  kind  of 
magic,  and  at  once  gives  us  a  conception  and  creates  a  belief  of  it  "  (Reid, 
On  the  Hitman  Mind,  Ch.  V,  Sect.  III).  "  In  what  manner  the  notion  of 
external  objects  and  the  immediate  belief  of  their  existence  is  produced 
by  means  of  our  senses,  I  am  not  able  to  show.  I  do  not  pretend  to 
show.  If  the  power  of  perceiving  external  objects  in  certain  circum- 
stances be  a  part  of  the  original  constitution  of  the  human  mind,  all 
attempts  to  account  for  it  will  be  vain"  (On  the  Intellectual  Powers, 
Essay  II,  Ch.  V). 

The  whole  difference  between  the  primary  and  secondaiy 
qualities  is  that,  "  of  the  primary  we  have  by  our  senses  a  |  ^ 
direct  and  distinct  notion  ;  but  of  the  secondar}^  only  a  relative  ^ 
notion,  which  must,  because  it  is  only  relative,  be  obscure" 
{Ihid.  Chap.  XVII).  In  both  cases  there  is  first  a  sensa- 
tion, then  the  suggestion  of  a  cause  ;  but  with  the  primary 
qualities  the  cause  is  clearly  represented,  whereas  with  the 
secondary  it  is  hidden.  Reid's  theory  does  not  exclude  the 
medium  which  is  necessary  to  any  knowledge  of  an  object 
external  to  the  ego  ;  in  fact  he  virtually  admits  the  necessity 
of  a  medium  in  saying  that  sensations  are  signs.  In  the 
second  place,  he  should,  to  be  logical,  have  shown  the  cause 
of  the  immediate  suggestion  by  which  the  mind  passes  from 
the  sensation  to  a  reality  which  has  no  connection  with  the 
sensation,  and  this  would  have  led  him  back  to  some  hypothesis 
similar  to  that  of  Malebranche  or  of  Berkeley. 
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Hamiltmi  :    We  have  an  Immediate  Consciousness  of  Extei-nal 
Objects. 

Hamilton  declares  that  we  have  not  merely  a  suggestion 
but  a  direct,  innnediate  intuition  of  external  things.  I  am 
"Conscious  at  once  of  subject  and  object  :  the  intuitive  know- 
ledge which  I  have  of  perception  also  extends  to  the  object  of 
perception  ;  the  ego  and  the  non-ego  are  given  in  an  original 
/  antithesis. 

"  We  are  immediately  conscious  in  perception  of  an  ego  and  a  non-ego^ 

known  together  and  known  in  contrast  to  each  other.     In  this  act  I  am 

conscious  of  both  existences  in  the  same  indivisible  moment  of  intuition. 

We  may  therefore  lay  it  down  as  an  undisputed  truth  that  con- 

:^^  sciousness  gives  as  an  ultimate  fact  a  primitive  duality— a  knowledge  of 

the  ego  in  relation  and  contrast  to  the  non-ego,  and  a  knowledge  of  the 

non  ego  in  relation  and  contrast  to  the  ego.    The  ego  and  the  non-ego 

are  thus  given  in  an  original  synthesis,  as  conjoined  in  the  unity  of 

knowledge,  and  in  an  original  antithesis  as  opposed  in  the  contrariety  of 

existence.     In  other  words,  we  are  conscious  of  them  in  an  indivisible 

--^  act  of  knowledge  together  and  at  once,  but  we  are  conscious  of  them  as  in 

themselves  different  and  exclusive  of  each   other"  {Lecture  XVI,  pp. 

288,  292). 

Hamilton  objects  to  treating  consciousness  as  a  special 
faculty,  which  looks  on  while  the  mind  acts.  Consciousness 
he  holds  to  be  the  universal  form  of  mental  facts.  If  we 
can  be  said  to  have  an  immediate  knowledge  of  external 
objects,  it  is  in  the  sense  that  we  are  conscious  of  an  external 
world.  We  must  not  understand  Hamilton  to  mean  that  the 
external  object  is  known  iç  itself,  for  he  holds  that  we  never 
reach  things  in  themselves.  External  objects  are  only  ap- 
pearances and  modes  of  the  external  thing  in  so  far  as  they 
are  relative  to  our  powers  of  knowing.  Thus  consciousness  in 
one  and  the  same  act  gives  us  both  subject  and  object,  and 
also  the  inmiediate  conviction  that  they  are  distinct  from  one 
another  ;  but  our  knowledge  is  still  relative  knowledge. 

The  French  Psychologists  :  Destutt  de  Tracy  :  External  Percep- 
tion dependent  upon  our  Motor  Activity.  Maine  de  Biran  :  Theory 
of  Effort.     Victor  Cousin. 

The  French  psychologists,  Destutt  de  Tracy,  Laromiguiere^ 
Maine  de  Biran,  and  Adolphe  Gamier,  attach  great  importance 
to  the  part  played  by  our  motor  faculty  in  external  percep- 


tion. Thjs_is  a  c^xect  theory,  the  germ  of  which  is  first 
to  be  found  in  "Stoîôltflïi;  "  and  it  has  been  adopted  and  de- 
veloped by  Alex.  Bain,  W.  Wijndt,  and  by  all  the  physiologists 
and  psychologists  of  our  time.  Destutt  de  Tracy  makes  a 
distinction  between  active  and  passive  touch  ;  the  perception  of 
resistance  has  its  origin,  according  to  him,  in  our  sense  of 
eftbrt.  He  maintains  that  in  order  to  acquire  the  notion  of^^^ 
externality  we  must  first  have  the  experience  of  motion 
(Mem.  de  r Institut,  1798).  His  theory  is  summed  up  in  the 
significant  title,  which  he  gives  to  Chap.  XII  of  his  Eléments 
d'idéologie  :  "  That  it  is  to  the  faculty  of  motion  that  we  owe 
our  knowledge  of  bodies." 

These  ideas  were  further  developed  by  Maine  de  Biran, 
who  distinguished  sensation,  as  a  mere  sensible  affection,  from 
perception,  which  is  due  to  our  own  activity,  and  even  regards 
them  as  opposed  to  one  another.  Examining  each  of  the  senses 
separately  from  this  point  of  view,  he  showed  that  the  propor- 
tion of  the  two  terms  varies  in  the  different  senses,  and 
that  the  senses  are  higher  or  lower  according  as  their  organs 
depend  more  or  less  on  our  activity. 

The  organic  sensations  rank  lowest;  next  come  the  sensa- 
tions of   taste,   "  which   more   nearly    resemble  a  perception, 
inasmuch  as  they  are  less  emotional  and  depend  more  on  tha 
voluntary,  slow,  and  protracted  motion  of  their  special  organ." 
After  these  come  smell,  then  hearing,  which  owes  its  importance 
to  the  connection  that  exists  between  our  auditory  and  vocal 
organs  ;  then  there  is  vision,  the  organ  of  which  is  so  varied  in  its 
motions.      Lastly,  the  sense  of  touch  in  the  hand,  that  earliest 
and  most  marvellous  instrument  of  analysis  (Mém.  sur  Vhah.). 
It  is  on  the  jD^-rt  played  by  activity  in  our  knowledge  that 
Maine  de  Biran  based  the  transition  from  the  ego  to  the  ex- 
ternal world.     The  primary  fact  of  consciousness  is  that  of) 
voluntary  effort,  which  in  its  unity  comprises  two  things  :  the  f 
act  of  will  and  the  resistance  of  the  organ  that  is  set  in  motion.  / 
Through  this  resistance  the  ego  discovers  that  it  is  limited,  and 
thus  with  the  consciousness  of  itself  it  acquires  the  conscious-  i  j 
ness  of  a  not-self,  as  of  a  necessary  term  opposed  to  the  ego.  / , 
This  is  an  original  antithesis,  in  which  both  terms  are  given  atf  / 
the  same  time,  so  that  the  external  reality  is  as  certain  as  thej/ 
internal.  >■ 
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Victor  Cousin  adopted  a  theory  similar  to  that  of  Reid. 
Keid  reached  the  external  world  by  immediate  suggestion, 
based  apparently  on  the  princij)le  known  as  that  of_sub- 
ittance.  "L- cannot  conceive  extension  without  an  extended 
sjibject.':  Victor  Cousin  arrives  at  the  external  world  through 
the  Ennci^le^^of^a^aJit^  which  is,  he  says,  "  the  bridge  by 
which  we  pass  from  the  ego  to  the  world  "—the  "father" 
of  external  things.  My  ego  is  modified  by  a  sensation  ;  but  it 
is  not  I  who  have  willed  this  modification  ;  hence  my  mind  is 
forced  by  an  inunediate  application  of  the  principle  of  causality 
to  infer  an  external  cause  of  the  sensation,  that  is  to  say,  an^ 
external  world.  We  are  compelled  by  reason  to  refer  the 
phenomenon  of  sensation  to  an  existing  cause,  and  since  this 
cause  is  not  the  ego,  and  the  action  of  reason  is  irresistible, 
we  must  necessarily  attril)ute  the  sensation  to  another  cause, 
one  different  from  me,  i.e.  to  an  external  cause.  Cousin  thought 
that  by  this  argument  he  had,  with  one  stroke,  proved  our 
sensible  knowledge  to  depend  on  rational  knowledge,  and  re- 
futed sensationalism. 

Becent  Progress  in  Physical  and  Physiological  Knowledge  of 
the  Seyises. 

In  our  times  the  phj/sical  antecedents  of  sensation  are  being 
determined  with  increasing  accuracy  by  science.  The  vibration 
of  the  air  and  of  the  ether  have  been  observed,  together  with  the 
harmonious  relations  which  are  expressed  by  and  translated  into 
the  language  of  sensation  (Helmholtz).  The  unity  of  physical 
forces  which  was  suspected  by  Democritus,  and  by  Descartes 
inferred  from  his  mechanical  theory  of  the  universe,  has  now  been 
established  on  scientific  grounds  (Grove,  Meyer,  Joule,  Hirn). 
And  thus  the  distinction  between  the  primary  and  secondary 
^-qualities  of  matter  has  received  further  corroboration. 

The  results  arrived  at  by  physical  science  are  carried  still 
further  by  physiology,  which  enquires  into  the  nervous  system 
and  the  organic^_antecedents  pi_geM^  To  physiology  we 

owe  tfie"  distinction  between  the  sentient  and  motor  nerves 
(Magendie,  Flourens,  CI.  Bernard);  the  description  of  the  organs 
of  sense  ;  the  occasional  discovery  of  some  marvellous  apparatus, 
such  as  the  fibres  of  Corti  (a  kind  of  keyboard  or  resonator  in  the 
inner  ear),  also  the  discovery  of  a  difference  in  the  degrees  of 
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sensitiveness  in  different  surfaces,  as  in  the  various  parts  of 
the  eye — the  blind  spot,  etc.  Physiologists  are  endeavouring  to 
specify  the  sensorial  centres  in  the  brain  ;  they  are  determining, 
with  increasing  exactness,  the  relation  between  the  organs  of 
sensation  and  those  of  motion,  thereby  showing  the  full  sig- 
nificance of  Maine  de  Biran's  psychological  observations  ;  finally, 
by  the  law  of  the  specific  energy  of  the  Tierves^  (discovered  by 
Aliiller),  Physiology  has  confirmed  the  psychological  results  of 
the  law  of  the  unity  of  physical  forces,  and  thus  shown  that 
the  same  cause  will,  if  applied  to  different  senses,  produce 
different  sensations. 

The  progress  made  by  physical  and  physiological  science 
suggested  the  idea  of  extending  to  psychology  itself  the  exact 
methods  of  the  physical  sciences,  that  is,  experiment  and 
measurement.  The  psycho-physics  of  contemporary  German 
physiologists  and  psychologists — Weber,  Fechner,  Hering,  Wundt 
(who  were  preceded  in  this  line  in  France  by  Delezenne  and  de 
Lille,  1827)  aims,  generally  speaking,  at  determining  with  mathe- 
matical accuracy,  the  ratios  between  physical  or  physiological 
antecedents  and  their  psychological  consequents.  In  psycho- 
physics  sensation  is  regarded  as  a  fact  having  a  certain  duration 
and  intensity,  and  consequently  susceptible  of  measurement. 
As  variations  in  sensations  cannot  be  effected  directly,  the  ex- 
ternal phenomenon  is  acted  on  so  as  to  vary  the  internal 
phenomenon.  Attempts  have  been  made  to  measure  the 
duration  of  psychical  states,  allowing  for  the  time  required  for 
the  transmission  of  the  nervous  current  (Bonders,  Wundt),  and 
even  to  measure  sensation  itself,  by  observing  the  connection 
between  the  changes  perceived  by  consciousness  in  sensation 
with  the  changes  discovered  through  delicate  instruments  of 
measurement  in  the  stimulation  of  the  nerve.  Hence  Weber's 
law  :  "  Sensations  increase  by  equal  quantities  when  the  stimuli 
increase  by  quantities  that  are  relatively  equal,"  a  law  of  the 
greatest  significance  which  had  already  been  used  by  Laplace,, 
and  applies  exactly  to  all  mental  phenomena.  Hence,  also 
Fechner's  law,  which  is  merely  Weber's  stated  dififerently: 
"  That  the  sensations  vary  in  the  same  proportion  as  the 
logarithms  of  their  respective  stimuli." 

*  The  expression  is  incorrect,  for  the  nerves  are  never  conductors  :; 
he  should  say,  "the  specific  energy  of  the  sensorial  centres." 
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Parallel    Progress    in   Psychology   and    in    the    Criticism    of 
Sensible  Knowledge. 

Meanwhile,  Psychology  proper  has  advanced  on  similar  lines. 
Starting  from  the  general  principle,  that  we  must  not  be  misled 
by  seemingly  immediate  intuitions,  nor  take   our  actual  con- 
sciousness as  a  type  of  primitive  consciousness,  psychology  now 
subjects  to  analysis  all  those  phenomena  which,  though  they 
now  appear  to  be  simple,  may,  nevertheless,  be  discovered  to  be 
complex.     "  Psychology  to-day  finds  that  it  has  to  deal  with 
supposed  simple  sensations,  just  as  Chemistry  had  in  its  infancy 
to  deal  with  the  so-called  elements  of  the  ancients  "  (H.  Taine, 
De  r Intelligence).     A  single  sensation  of  vision,  or  of  hearing, 
may  be  decomposed  into  a  considerable  number  of  elementary 
i    îjensations  (ïaine).     Furthermore,  what  appears  to  be  mcreJy 
a  sensation,  is  frequently  a  complex,  though  unconscious  act  of 
4  ^'judgment  (Helmholtz,  Optics).     But,  if  sensation  is  complex, 
Interception    is    still    more    so.       In    order   to    distinguish   the 
elements   of  perception,  it  is  necessary,  according  to  Wundt 
(Psychol-PhysioL),  to  employ  experiment,  as  in  physical  science, 
and  to  follow  two  methods  :  the  one  being  direct  or  synthetic, 
the  other  indirect  or  analytic.     The  first,  which  consists  in  the 
reconstruction  of  a  perception  (for  instance  of  sound),  given  its 
elements,  can  be  applied  only  in  rare  cases.      The  second,  or 
analytic  method,  consists  in  varying  the  antecedent  conditions 
of  perception,  and  in  drawing  from  the  results  of  these  experi- 
ments conclusions  as  to  the  elements  combined  in  sensation. 
{See  Wundt's  interesting  work  on  Vision,  and  notably  on  the 
functions  of  the  different  points  of  the  retina,  and  of  the  motor 
muscles  of  the  eye.)     Finally,  if  the  experimental  method  cannot 
,'be  applied,  there  is  the  psychological  method  of  analysis,  that 
: .  of  the  English  school,  which  rests  on  the  laws  of  the  association 
i  1  of  ideas  and  on  habit,  the  two  principles  of  the  education  of  the 
I  '')  senses  which  so  transform  the  original  data  of  the  latter  as  to 
\  render  them  irrecognizable.    The  perception  through  vision  of 
/extension  and  of  the  tangible  forms,  the  localization  of  sensa- 
/  tions  in  the  body  and  in  space,  are  thus  regarded  as  so  many 
I   complex  acts  which  psychology  has  to  analyze  and  reduce  to 


their  original  elements. 


The  criticism  of  sensible  knowledge  has  been  facilitated  by 
the  results  of  these  purely  scientific  inquiries.      Even  if  we 
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refuse  to  accept  Mill's  doctrine  of  the  world  as  a  permanent 
possibility  o£  .sensations,  or  as  reducible  into  expectations  of 
the  same  sensations  under  the  same  circumstances,  we  still 
owe  to  his  theory  an  admirable  description  of  the  processes  by 
which  the  mind  by^^g^uD  the  idea  of  objects  and  an  external 
world.  Herbert  Snifaif-prJias  returned  to  the  realism  which 
is  implied  in  evolution  as  he  conceives  it.  According  to 
him  the  arguments  of  metaphysicians  are  complicated,  and  fre- 
quently incorrect.  Why,  he  says,  should  indirect  knowledge 
be  preferred  to  direct  knowledge  ?  Why  accept  the  evidence 
of  our  reason  and  not  that  of  our  senses  ?  (Here  we  have  an 
improved  form  of  the  argument  of  the  Scottish  school.)  The 
realistic  hypothesis  is  the  clearest,  the  simplest,  and  most 
natural,  while  the  longer  the  chain  of  reasoning,  the  more  chances 
there  are  of  error.  Moreover,  ideas  or  conceptions  (which 
are  mental  states  of  the  faint  order)  have  become  possible 
only  through  the*  previous  occurrence  of  perception  (vivid 
mental  states,  1st  Principles,  Part  II,  Chap.  II,  §  43),  and 
between  these  two  terms  there  are  differences  which  make  it 
impossible  to  reduce  the  latter  to  the  former.  The  final  proofs 
of  the  reality  of  an  external  world  is  to  be  found  i^Tforce  apd 
resistancêj>  We  have  as  much  reason  to  believe  in  an  external 
world  as  in  the  existence  of  other  men.  Not  that  our  sensa- 
tions are  an  image  or  exact  reproduction  of  things,  but  each  of 
our  representations  correspond  to  some  real  (external)  force. 
This  is  his  Transfigured  Realism  !  Helmholtz  expresses  a  similar 
conception  when,  having  pointed  out  the  difïerence  between 
sensation  and  the  vibrations  which  precede  it,  he  adds  :  "We 
should  be  grateful  to  our  senses  for  conjuring  up  (hervorzau- 
bern)  colours  and  sounds  out  of  vibrations,  and  for  bringing  us 
in  sensations  as  in  a  symbolic  language,  news  of  the  external 
world.'' 
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CHAPTER   IV 

REASON 

Is  the  mind  a  kind  of  tabula  rasa,  a  blank  page  on  which 
phenomena  are  inscribed  from  without  ?  Or  is  it  not  rather 
a  primordial  activity,  an  original  faculty  which  acts  according 
to  its  own  laws  ?  Is  human  knowledge  purely  empirical,  or 
does  it  not  presuppose  certain  notions,  certain  principles,  which 
are  always  present  in  the  mind,  govern  all  its  acts,  and  are  a 
guarantee  of  their  validity  ?  Is  the  mind,  in  short,  gradually 
built  up  of  those  phenomena  which,  owing  to  their  constant 
relations,  stand  out,  as  it  were,  in  relief  from  the  confused 
mass  of  facts  ;  or  rather,  shall  we  not  find  in  it  some  primary 
notions  which  go  beyond  experience,  some  universal  and  neces- 
sary principles  which  govern  the  relative,  and  enable  us  to 
establish  fixed  relations  between  phenomena,  to  bind  together 
their  fluctuating  matter,  and  to  construct  out  of  it  the 
systematic  edifice  of  human  knowledge  ?  It  is  proximately  in 
these  opposite  ways  that  the  problem  of  the  nature  of  reason 
has  been  stated  and  developed  in  the  course  of  the  history  of 
philosophy. 

Heraclitus  and  the  Eleatics.  Earliest  Forms  of  the  Opposition 
of  the  Sensible  and  the  RatioTiaL 

The  problem  of  knowledge  was  not  clearly  recognized  by  the 
first  of  the  Ionic  philosophers,  nor  even  by  the  Pythagoreans. 
With  Heraclitus  the  opposition  of  rational  to  sensible  know- 
ledge appears  for  the  first  time.  He  complains  bitterly  of  the 
ignorance  of  men.  "  An  ass  prefers  bran  to  gold,  and  a  dog 
Imrks  at  everv  one  he  does  not  know  "  {Fr.  28).     What  is  the 
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reason  of  this  folly  ?  It  is  that  men  rely  on  their  senses. 
"  The  senses  make  bad  witnesses  when  they  are  in  the  service 
of  irrational  minds,"  ^ap/3âpovç  y^rv^^dç  (Fr.  11).  Wisdom 
consists  in  comprehending  reason  which  governs  all  things,  in 
discovering  the  nature  of  Fire,  the  law  of  contraries,  the  har- 
monious unity  which  arises  unceasingly  out  of  strife  and 
change.  This  Divinity,  tliis  law  of  the  world,  this  primordial 
reason  is  not  distinct  from  the  substance  of  things,  from  the 
primitive  fire,  for  it  constitutes  us  as  well  as  all  other  things  ; 
therefore  we  must  follow  the  ideas  that  are  common  to  all 
(eTrea-Oai  T(p  ^vvw)  and  not  particular  opinions  {iSiav  (ppovrjcriv, 
Fr.  7).  Thought  is  common  to  all  men  {^wov  èa-Ti  irda-i  to 
(^poveiv,  Fr.  123).  Reason  is  both  the  element  out  of  which  all 
beings  are  made,  and  the  universal  law  of  all  that  exists. 

The  theory  of  the  absolute  unity  of  Being  is  so  opposed  to 
the  reports  of  the  senses,  that  it  was  natural  that  the  Eleatics 
also  should  attack  this  means  of  acquiring  knowledge.  Pytha- 
goras discriminates  clearly  between  the  things  of  opinion  (ra 
TTjOoç  So^av)  and  the  things  of  truth  (ret  irpoç  àXyOeiav),  True 
science  with  him  is  the  deduction  of  the  attributes  of  Being. 
The  idea  of  Being  is  not  an  abstract  idea,  but  one  that  is  sug- 
gested by  sensible  intuition.  The  real  is  the  plenum,  that 
which  fills  space.  When  Parmenides  speaks  of  the  identity 
of  Being  with  Thought,  he  means  that  Thought  only  exists 
through  Being,  is  not  distinct  from  it,  but  comprised  within 
its  unity. 

Empedocles,  Democritus,  and  Anaxagoras  also  began,  each 
from  his  own  point  of  view,  to  make  the  distinction  between 
reason  and  the  senses.  But  in  reality  reason  itself  was 
confused  by  them  with  sensible  knowledge,  thought  being  only 
distinguished  from  sensation  by  its  contents.  Both  were  a 
function  of  the  organism.  The  reproach  made  by  each  of 
these  philosophers  against  the  senses  is  that  they  contradict 
his  theory.  Nevertheless,  these  early  criticisms  of  the  senses 
were  the  first  step  towards  a  theory  of  rational  knowledge. 

Socrates  calls  Attention  to  the  Activity  of  the  Mind  in 
Knovjledge. 

The  Sophists  had  noticed  the  part  played  by  the  subject  in 
knowledge,  but,  as  we  have  seen,  they   drew   sceptical  conse-^ 
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quences  from  this  fact.  In  order  to  overthrow  their  dangerous 
conclusions,  Socrates  sought  in  the  subject  itself  for  the  cause 
of  knowledge  and  for  the  guarantee  of  its  validity.  By  a 
thorough  investigation  of  the  nature  of  the  mind,  he  hoped  to 
discover  the  necessary  conditions  of  true  knowledge.  "  Know 
thyself  "  was  his  first  precept.  Knowledge,  according  to  him, 
depends  primarily  on  the  activity  of  the  mind.  The  first 
result  of  self-knowledge  in  a  man  is  the  discovery  and  avowal 
of  his  own  ignorance.  But  this  avowal  implies  the  idea  of 
true  knowledge  and  the  possibility  of  attaining  it.  Truth  is 
innate  in  the  mind  ;  therefore  to  learn  is,  once  more,  to  know 
one's  self.  Hence  his  maieutic  or  spiritual  midwifery.  This 
hypothesis  of  the  innateness  of  truth  appears  to  have  been  in 
Socrates  a  presentiment  of  a  rational  faculty,  which  is  anterior 
in  a  manner  to  sense-knowledge,  and  gives  it  systematic  form. 
'*He  proceeded  upon  propositions  of  which  the  truth  was 
generally  acknowledged,  thinking  that  a  sure  foundation  was 
thus  formed  for  his  reasoning  "  {Mem,  IV,  6).  The  principal 
steps  in  the  maieutic  were  induction,  definition,  and  deduction, 
three  operations  that  are  closely  related  to  each  other.  The 
business  of  Philosophy  is  loKiyeiv  Kara  yevri,  to  resolve 
things  into  general  conceptions  which  represent  their  essences. 
The  first  step  in  the  Socratic  method  being  induction,  there 
might  seem  to  be  a  contradiction  between  his  way  of  procedure 
and  his  general  theory  of  the  innateness  of  knowledge,  and  it 
is  perhaps  true  that  Socrates  is  not  very  clear  on  this  point. 
He  meant,  no  doubt,  that  truth  is  reached  only  through  the 
action  of  the  mind,  that  it  is  due  to  its  own  activity,  that  the 
mind  creates  it  itself,  and  consequently  that  it  is  by 
knowing  itself  that  the  mind  gets  to  know  the  conditions  of 
truth. 

Plato:  Knowledge  inmtte  in  the  Soul— Dialectical  Progress 
towards  Truth.— Reminiscence, — Ascending  and  Descending  Dia- 
lectic. 

Socrates  had  said  that  knowledge  is  innate,  but  in  his 
purely  discursive  method  he  seemed  to  derive  knowledge  from 
phenomena  quite  as  much  as,  or  even  more  than  from  mind. 
The  theory  of  Socrates  was  completed  and  perfected  by  Plato. 
With  the  latter,  knowledge  is  truly  innate,  and  has  to  do  neither 
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with  sensible  and  ephemeral  things,  nor  even  with  the  general 
notions  that  are  abstracted  from  the  data  of  experience  by 
the  discursive  understanding.  Science  is  attained  by  rising 
out  of  the  world  of  sense,  and  entering  into  the  world  of  Ideas 
which  are  the  eternal,  innnutable  principles  of  both  reality  and 
knowledge,  and  can  only  be  revealed  to  the  soul  when  it  has, 
so  to  speak,  learned  to  know  itself.  But  this  intuitive  act 
is  not  accomplished  all  at  once,  or  without  difficulty,  for  it 
requires  a  preparation,  an  initiation.  Imagine  prisoners 
chained  in  a  cave  who  are  accustomed  to  watch  the  shadows 
of  things  passing  on  the  side  of  the  wall  opposite  to  them  on 
which  the  light  falls.  Bring  them  out  into  the  daylight  and 
they  will  be  dazzled  by  it.  A  long  education  is  needed  before 
they  are  able  to  discern  real  objects  and  to  face  the  splendour 
of  the  sun  (Rep.  VII). 

The  refutation  of  false  theories  is  a  purification  {icaOapmç) 
and  at  the  same  time  a  first  effort  towards  knowledge,  but  the 
real  starting  point  of  the  dialectical  ascent  towards  truth  is 
sensation.  There  are  sensations  which,  by  their  contradictions 
and  their  very  inability  to  solve  these  contradictions,  surprise 
the  mind  and  awaken  reflection  in  us.  The  same  thing  is  one 
or  many,  great  or  small,  according  as  we  compare  it  to  different 
other  things.  What,  then,  the  mind  asks,  is  the  one  or  the 
many,  the  large  or  the  small  ?  The  true  way  to  rise  from 
sensible  things  to  the  ideas,  from  opinion  {èo^a)  to  knowledge 
{eTTKTTïjiJirj),  is  to  cultivate  the  sciences,  which  rest  on  these 
notions  of  the  one  and  the  many,  of  the  equal  and  the  unequal 
{Rep.  VII,);  it  is  to  study  arithmetic,  geometry,  music, 
astronomy — always  provided  that  these  sciences  are  not 
treated  empirically  or  as  a  kind  of  routine,  and  that  the 
mind  is  fixed  on  mathematical  and  intelligible  relations,  on 
proportion,  on  number  and  measurement.  The  soul  being 
prepared  in  this  way,  by  the  consideration  of  that  which  in 
sensible  things  is  analogous  to  the  Ideas,  feels  within  itself 
the  awakening  of  the  veritable  Ideas. 

Plato's  reminiscence  is  a  direct,  or  immediate  intuition  of 
the  Idea  which  is  in  the  soul.  It  is,  properly  speaking,  a  kind 
of  awakening  in  which  the  soul  regains  possession  of  what  it 
had  formerly  known,  of  what  it  even  now  virtually  knows.  To 
learn  is  to  remember  {àvanivrjcriç).      When  we  say  that   two 
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things  are  equal,  we  have  a  conception  of  an  equaUty  that  is 
absohite,  invarial)le,  and  unique,  and  with  it  we  compare  the 
equality  of  the  things  themselves  which  is  always  imperfect. 
We  must  possess  the  measure  before  we  can  apply  it. 

"  Then  before  we  began  to  see  or  hear  or  perceive  in  any  way,  we  must 
have  had  a  knowledge  of  absolute  equality,  or  we  could  not  have  referred 
to  that  standard  the  equals  which  are  derived  from  the  senses  ?— for  to 
that  they  all  aspire,  and  of  that  they  fall  short"  {Phaedo,  75  h). 

This  theory  appears  in  an  allegorical  form  in  the  PJmedrus, 
in  the  hypothesis  of  a  former  life  of  the  soul  in  the  world  of 
essences,  when  it  used  to  mingle  in  the  choir  of  the  gods. 

"  But  when  the  soul  is  unable  to  follow,  and  fails  to  behold  the  truth 
.  .  .  her  wings  fall  from  her,  and  she  drops  to  the  ground.  .  .  .  But  the 
soul,  which  has  never  seen  the  truth,  will  not  pass  into  the  human  form. 
For  man  must  have  intelligence  of  universals,  and  be  able  to  proceed  from 
the  many  particulars  of  sense  to  one  conception  of  reason— this  is  the 
recollection  of  those  things  which  our  soul  once  saw  while  following  God 
—when,  regardless  of  that  which  we  now  call  being,  she  raised  her  head 
up  towards  true  being"  (Phaedrus,  248,  249c). 

Does  Plato  intend  us  to  take  this  myth  literally  ?  It  is 
not  easy  to  know  how  far  poetry  was  by  him  distinguished 
from  philosophy  in  those  early  days  of  youth  and  daring. 

The  exercise  of  the  rational  faculty  (vorjaic)  was  not  limited 
by  Plato  to  the  intuitive  act  of  reminiscence.  It  is  completed 
by  a  special  kind  of  discursive  and  dialectical  process  (Sidvoia), 
by  which  the  intuition  of  the  Ideas  is  made  fruitful.  The 
rational  dialectic  comprises  an  ascending  progress  and  a 
descending  one.  The  first  consists  in  abstracting  from  sensible 
things  this  general  notion,  in  finding  the  principles,  the 
sufficient  reasons  (iKauov  ri)  of  things,  in  rising  step  by  step 
to  that  which  suffices  to  itself  and  presupposes  nothing  else 
(avvTroOeTov).  This  Idea  of  the  Ideas  is  the  Good.  The 
descending  dialectic  is  more  important  than  the  ascendhig. 
It  consists  in  dividing  (Sialpea-iç)  the  general  idea  into  its 
genera  and  species  (see  the  Sophist  and  Parmenides),  these 
divisions  being  made  by  a  sort  of  a  priori  analysis.  The 
dialectic,  and  consequently  thought,  is  possible,  because  the 
Ideas  interpenetrate,  and  combine  with  one  another  (Farm. 
129,  So27h.  251  a,  253  c).     Is  not  a  proposition   the   blending 
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(lULib^)  of  the  subject  and  its  attribute  ?     But  since  the  Ideas 
are    Being    itself,    dialectic    is   metaphysic.       By    disentang- 
ling   the    jULÏ^iç    elSœv,   dialectic    gives    at    once   the    primary 
elements   of   things  through   the   simple  notions,  and,  by   the 
combination  of  the  latter,  the  knowledge  of  reality  and  of  its 
elements.      Plato  was  the  first  to  urge  strongly  the  necessity 
of  a  reasoning  faculty,  of  an  a  priori  element  in  knowledge. 
He  saw  that  knowledge  is  possible  only  through  the  universal 
and  the  necessary,  and,  above  all,  he  recognized  the  role  of  the 
ideal  in  human  activity.      But,  as  Aristotle  objected  to  him, 
instead  of  explaining  things,  he  only  doubled  them  ;  and  since 
there  was  no  way  from  the  knowledge  of  Ideas  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  sensible  worlds,  from  dialectic  to  physics,  Plato 
was  driven  to  saying  that   in   physics  we  must  be  satisfied 
with  probabilities,  the  world  being  no  doubt  only  a  kind  of 
symbolism  in  itself  unknowable.      The  problem  left  to  Plato's 
successors  was  how  to  effect  this  connection  between  dialectic 
and  physical  science,  to  explain  by  what  laws,  by  what  synthesis 
of  ideas  and  principles,  knowledge  of  the  world  of  appearances 
l)ecomes  possible. 

Aristotle.  Necessity  of  experience  and  of  Reason.  Passive 
and  Active  Intelligence. 

To  Aristotle,  as  to  Plato,  the  object  of  knowledge  is  the 
essence,  the  being  in  itself.  In  sensation  we  only  reach  what 
is  relative;  therefore  true  knowledge  does  not  come  to  us 
through  the  senses  {Post.  An.  I,  31).  Man  gives  it  to  himself 
through  the  original  activity  of  thought  {vov's).  Aristotle  is, 
however,  more  concerned  with  reality  than  Plato.  He  urges 
against  the  separate  Ideas  {x^piara)  that  they  do  not  explain 
our  knowledge  of  the  world  ;  and  he  compares  his  master  to  a 
man  who,  finding  it  difficult  to  count  a  certain  number  of 
things,  would  double  them  in  order  to  make  his  task  easier. 
The  possibility  of  knowledge  should  be  explained  by  reason. 
Knowledge  cannot  be  a  reminiscence  which  takes  us  out  of  the 
present  world.  The  intelligible  forms  are  contained  in  sensible 
things  {ev  toU  elSecri  toïç  aicrOrjTOÎç  tÙ  votjTa  cottiv,  De  Aninfia, 
III,  8).  It  is  therefore  from  sensible  impressions  that  general 
notions  are  to  be  abstracted.  Rational  knowledge  implies 
knowledge  by  means  of  the  senses,  but  we  must  know  what 
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we  mean,  and  not  mistake  the  condition  for  the  cause.     We 
do  not  get  knowledge  through  vision,  but  in  consequence  of 
vision  ;     not     through     experience,    but    in    consequence    of 
experience.     Let    us    trace    the    steps    by    which    the    mind 
gradually    ascends   to   the  intelligible   forms,    until    as    pure 
activity,    free    from    all    matter,    it    becomes    one    with    the 
Divine  Spirit.     Without  an  image   there   can  be   no    notion 
(ovSev   vorjjuLa    avev    (bauTacruiaTOÇ.      De    Anima,  III,   7).      But 
before    it    becomes    an    element    of    thought,    the    sensible 
image  has  to  be  subjected  to  a  mental  operation.     It  must 
become  (fiavraa-la  Xoyio-riKy  ;  so  that  instead  of  being  a  slavish 
reproduction  of  such  and  such  a  sensation,  it  represents  some- 
thing of  the   universal,  that  is,  the  general   qualities.     The 
image  thus  transformed  is  to  the  concept  what  a  geometrical 
figure  is  to  the  truth  demonstrated  by  means  of  it  (De  Anima, 
III,  10).     The  mathematician   employs  a  figure,  but  he  goes 
further   by  taking  away  from  this  figure  all  that  is  sensible 
and  limited.     If  thought  is  always  supported,  as  it  were,  by 
an  image,  it  is  because  the  intelligible  forms  (e'lSrj  porjra)  are 
contained  in  the  sensible  forms  (ala-OtjTo),  and  it  is  the  business 
of  the  voifç,  of  thought,  to  abstract  the   one   from   tlie   other. 
We  have  to  distinguish  in  the  povç  two  parts  that  are  closely 
related   to  each   other,  one  being,  as  it  were,  the  matter  of 
which  the  other  is  the  form  :  the  vovç  TraOrjriKoç  and  the  vovç 
TToirjTiKoç,  the  passive  intellect  and  the  creative  intellect. 

"  Now  in  nature  there  is,  on  the  one  hand,  that  which  acts  as  material 
substratum  to  each  class  of  objects,  this  being  that  which  is  potentially 
all  of  them.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  element  which  is  causal  and 
creative  in  virtue  of  its  producing  all  things,  and  which  stands  towards 
the  other  in  the  same  relation  as  that  in  which  art  stands  towards  the 
materials  on  which  it  operates.  Thus  reason  is,  on  the  one  hand,  of  such 
a  character  as  to  become  all  things  ;  on  the  other  hand,  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  create  all  things  "  (De  Anima^  III,  5,  430  a.    Trans,  of  E.  Wallace). 

What  is  the  nature  and  what  are  the  functions  of  the  vovç 
iraOrjTiKoç  ?  The  passive  intellect  is  a  kind  of  tabula  rasa,  a 
blank  page  on  which  originally  there  is  as  yet  nothing  written 
(De  An.  Ill,  4)  :  ypajuL/uLareiov  w  jULrfOev  virapyei  evreKeyeia  yeypafi- 
IJL€vov.  It  is  potentially  all  the  intelligible  forms,  and  only 
attains  actuality  through  experience.  Its  functions  correspond 
approximately  to  those  ascribed  to  the  discursive  intellect. 
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"  From  sense,  therefore  .  .  .  memory  is  produced,  but  from  repeated 
remembrance  of  the  same  thing,  we  get  experience,  for  many  remem- 
brances in  number  constitute  one  experience  "  {Post.  Annal,  II,  19). 

The  general  ideas  are  gradually  arrested  and  fixed  in  the 
VOVÇ  iraSriTiKOç, 

"As  when  a  flight  occurs  in  battle,  if  one  soldier  makes  a  standi 
another  stands,  and  then  another,  until  the  fight  is  restored  "  (Ibid.). 

Induction  abstracts  the  universal  from  sensation  and  give& 
us  the  terms  that  are  to  become  the  attributes,  the  predicates 
of  the  syllogism,  of  which  Aristotle  constructed  the  theory. 
Induction  which  gives  the  elements  of  the  syllogism,  deduction 
which  puts  them  into  operation,  herein  is  contained  the 
whole  of  knowledge  e-jnaTrnxYj^  which  rests  on  experience  and 
is  the  fruit  of  reason. 

So  far,  we  do  not  seem  to  have  got  beyond  empiricism,  but 
the  lower  is  only  understood  by  means  of  the  higher,  matter 
through  form  which  is  its  end.  As  the  world  is  unintelligible 
until  we  have  reached  God,  so  it  is  with  knowledge  until  we 
have  recognized  the  function  of  the  divine  element  in  the 
mind.  Induction  as  well  as  the  syllogism  presupposes 
principles.  All  knowledge  therefore  depends  on  reason  as 
much  as  on   experience. 

"...  It  is  impossible  to  have  scientific  knowledge  through  demon- 
stration without  a  knowledge  of  first  principles  .  .  .  but  since  the 
principles  are  the  better  known,  and  all  science  is  connected  with  reason, 
there  cannot  be  a  science  of  principles  ;  but  since  nothing  can  be  more 
true  than  science  except  intellect,  intellect  is  the  faculty  of  demonstrative 
principles,  and  ...  it  is  evident  also  that  as  demonstration  is  not  the 
principle  of  demonstration,  so  neither  is  science  the  principle  of  science. 
.  .  .  As,  then,  the  intellect  is  the  principle  of  science,  it  must  also  be 
the  principle  (of  the  knowledge)  of  its  principle  "  {Post.  Annal.  II,  19). 

Thus  knowledge  involves  the  immediate  intuition  of  principles 
by  the  vovç  iroifjriKoç,  upon  which  everything  ultimately  depends. 
The  passive  intellect  receives  the  form  only  because  the 
creative  intellect  gives  it.  It  is  indeed  on  the  occasion  of 
sensible  representations  that  notions  are  formed  in  the  vovç 
iradrjTLKoç  ;  but  these  notions  are  abstracted  from  the  sensible 
representations  only  because  the  vovç  iroirjTiKoç  has  produced 
them.  The  active  intellect  is  to  the  intelligible  element 
contained  in  sensible  forms,  what  the  light  itself  is   to  the 
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light  reflected  by  bodies  {De  An.  Ill,  5).     Light,  whether  it 
comes  directly  or  is  reflected  from  bodies,  acts  on  the  sense  of 
vision,  and  gives   actuality  to   the   colours   which    this   sense 
contained  potentially.     In  the  same  way  the  active  vov^  acts 
either  directly  or  by  a  sort  of  reflexion  (by  means,  that  is,  of 
the  intelligible  element  w^hich  is  in  sensible  things  either  as 
essence,  law,  cause,  or  end)  on  the  passive  intellect,  and  causes 
the  intelligible  forms  which  are  in  it  potentially  to  become 
actual;  the  active  intellect  is  thus  itself  what  is  intelligible, 
but  it  is  the  intelligible  that  has  become  thought.     It  pro- 
duces every  intelligible  idea  in  the  mind,  either  directly  or  by 
perceiving  itself    in   the   intelligible   forms  contained  in   the 
sensible   forms.      If  the  light  is  extinguished    there   will   no 
longer  be  any  colour.     If  the   vov^  ttoi^jtikoc  is  extinguished 
there  will  be  no  truth,  no  knowledge.      We  may  say  further 
that   the  active    intellect,  i.e.   the    intellect    in    the  form    of 
thought,  can  alone  discover  by  a  kind  of  contact  and  sympathy 
the  truly  intelligible  principle  in  the  world. 

Aristotle  does  not  enumerate  the  primary  notions,  those 
highest  principles  which  are  apprehended  immediately  by  the 
POVÇ  and  are  the  necessary  conditions  of  thought.  He  contents 
himself  with  stating  that  every  science  has  its  own  special 
principles  (definitions),  and  involves  hypotheses  regarding  its 
particular  object,  and  the  essence  thereof,  which  it  is  unable  to 
establish  by  demonstration  ;  he  also  acknowledges  the  existence 
of  some  common  principles  (axioms)  which  cannot  be  subjected 
to  demonstration,  but  without  which  demonstration  would  not 
in  any  case  be  possible.  Highest  amongst  these  ranks  the 
most  evident  and  general  principle  of  thought  :  the  principle 
of  contradiction  which  lies  at  the  root  of  the  syllogism. 

All  that  is  positive  in  knowledge  is  then  really  due  to  the 
POVÇ  TToifjTiKoç.  Being  itself  the  intelligible,  living  and  active 
in  the  mind,  it  alone  is  capable  of  recognizing  itself  in  the 
world,  of  abstracting  itself  from  sensible  forms.  But  the 
VOVÇ  -TTOirjTiKoç  docs  uot  reach  its  highest  realization  in  know- 
ledge, for  knowledge  still  implies  a  matter,  an  image. 

Above  all  reasoning,  higher  than  dialectical  process  is  the 
intuition  of  reason  by  which  man,  free  at  last  from  all  matter, 
reaches  pure  actuality.  This  pure  actuality  unmixed  with 
potentiality,  this   matterless  form,  this  necessary  and   single 


being  is  God.  God,  pure  actuality,  is  no  longer  separated  by 
matter  from  the  mind  which  thinks  it.  For  what  is  sensa- 
tion ?  It  is  the  form  of  the  object  without  its  matter.  In 
pure  thought,  the  object  itself  has  no  longer  any  matter  to 
prevent  it  from  existing  entire  in  the  soul.  In  this  intuition, 
the  object  of  knowledge  and  the  soul  which  knows  it  are  one 
and  the  same  thing.  It  is  a  veritable  communion  of  the 
human  mind  with  the  pure  form,  with  God,  on  Whom  the 
whole  universe  depends. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  determine  exactly  the  metaphysical 
nature  of  this  active  vovç.  Is  it  the  last  effort  of  nature, 
moving  towards  God,  and  reaching  Him  at  last  without  de- 
parting from  her  laws  ?  Or  is  it  God  Himself  who  enters  into 
the  human  mind  by  some  kind  of  supernatural  intervention  ? 
One  text  seems  to  confirm  this  second  interpretation.  The 
VOVÇ  exists  before  the  body  and  enters  into  it  from  without 
like  something  divine  :  XeiTrerai  tov  vovv  /jlovov  OvpaOev 
eireicrievo.L  kol  Oeîov  eîvai  /novov  (De  Gen.  et  Corr.  II,  3).  What 
is  certain  is,  that  the  vov<i  has  a  separate  existence,  yœpio-To^  ; 
that  it  is  pure,  unmixed,  impassable,  always  by  its  essence  actual  ; 
tliat  it  alone  is  immortal,  eternal,  whereas  the  passive  in- 
tellect is  perishable,  o  Se  TraOrjTiKoç  vovç  (pOaproç  ;  lastly,  that 
reason  is  itself  the  intelligible,  and  consequently  the  soul  con- 
tains in  itself  the  principle  and  measure  of  all  that  is 
intelligible. 

"  The  reason  of  the  resemblances  between  things  is  in  their  relation  to 
common  principles,  and  these  depend  ultimately  on  pure  intelligence. 
The  mind  in  passing  from  the  particular  to  the  general  merely  goes  back 
to  relations,  of  which  it  finds  within  itself  the  basis,  and  returns  from 
sensible  things,  which  are  one  with  it  only  potentially,  to  the  actual 
reality  of  its  own  nature"  (Félix  Ravaisson,  Essai  sur  la  Métaph. 
(TAristote,  t.  II,  p.  133). 

In  the  aspiration  after  God,  matter  gradually  becomes 
imbued  with  reason,  and  because,  in  its  inmost  nature  it 
itself  is  God,  the  soul  has  the  power  of  discovering  the 
intelligible  principle  in  things  and  in  itself. 

empiricism  of  the  Stoics. — Activity  of  the  Mind  in  Knowledge. 

In  the  systems  of  the  Stoics  and  the  Epicureans,  these 
high    conceptions    were    abandoned    for   an   empiricism   more 
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timid  and  of  no  great  originality.     Theirs  was  the  theory  of 
Aristotle,  without  his  vovç  -jroirjTiKoç.     The  Stoics  placed  the 
riyeiJLoviKov,  the  superior  part  of  the  soul,  in  the  heart.     At  the 
beginning  of  life   the   rjyeiJLovucov  is  a   kind    of   tabula  rasa,  a 
blank  page  ready  to  receive  the  impressions  of  things  (^aprlou 
evepyov  etc  a-TToypacpy/i/).      The   first  impressions   are  made   by 
sensation,   and    sensation    is    followed    by    memory.      Out    of 
several  memories  of  the  same  kind  experience  is  formed  (to 
Twv  ofxoeièœi/  TrXfjOoç  ejULireipla).      General  ideas  are  divided  into 
notions,  properly  so  called  ewoiai,  and  anticipations  irpdkriy^reiç 
or  Koivai  evvoiai.      The  first  are  the  result  of  an  operation  of 
the  mind  which  combines  (combinatione),  or  grasps  resemblances 
(similitudinc),  makes    comparisons    and    establishes    relations 
(collatione   rationis).     The   second   are   formed   by   a   kind    of 
spontaneous  act  ;  they  are  natural  (cpvariKai),  and  in  this  sense 
they  are  as  it  were  innate  (e/mcpuToi  TTjOoXj/xf/'e/ç)  ;  not  that  they 
are   anterior   to   all  sensation,  but  that   they  are  common  to 
all    men    and    express    the    invariable     relations     of     things. 
Science  consists  in  forming  out  of  the  general  notions  a  system 
(a-uŒTrjfxa)  which  shall  bind  together  and  give  coherence  to  the 
ideas  furnished  liy  sensation.     This  is  a  work  of  art,  an  act  of 
will.     Science  is  a    possession    (e^iç)    of    the   representations 
which  is  firm  and  unshaken  by  reasoning,  and  which  consists 
entirely  in  tension  and  energy,  ev  tovw  kou  Supd/uLet  (Stobaeus 
£cL  II,   128).     Thus  science  is  measured  by  force  or  energy, 
and  force  by  a  kind   of  material   tension  of  the   soul.     The 
Stoics  deserve  credit  for  having  thus  emphasized  the  necessity 
of  activity   in    knowledge.     Their  conception   of   God   corre- 
sponds  to   their  theory  of   reason  ;   God   with    them  was  the 
material,  subtle  world-soul,  to  be  conceived  after  the  imat^e  of 
man  as  a  rational  animal.     The  existence  of  God  was  estab- 
lished,  and   his   attributes   determined,   not   by   rising    above 
experience,    but    by   interpreting    and    developing    experience 
through  reasoning  and  analogy. 

Epicurus  :  Sensation  the  Priiiciple  of  all  Knoioledge, 

Epicurus  regards  sensation  as  the  primary  source  of  all 
knowledge,  as  the  ultimate  criterion  of  all  truth.  His  second 
criterion  is  anticipation  {irpoXrp^ns;),  meaning  that  by  which 
we    anticipate    or    forestall    sensation.       It     is    the    general 
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notion  derived  from  the  memory,  from  the  impression  (tJttoç) 
of  many  similar  sensations  (D.  L.  X,  33).  Without  this 
TrpoXrjyl^iç  there  is  no  knowledge,  but  we  must  not  forget  that 
knowledge  has  its  origin  in  sensible  perception,  which  is 
its  only  guarantee.  Opinion  (So^a),  the  hypothesis  (iyxoX>;\|^£ç), 
formed  by  means  of  anticipation,  may  be  either  true  or  false. 
Opinion  refers  either  to  .^he  future  irpoorfiévov,  in  which  case  it 
is  a  prevision,  an  anticipation  (for  instance  when  I  judge  from 
a  distance  of  the  shape  of  a  tower,  or  again  that  I  see  Plato), 
or  to  things  imperceptible  to  the  senses  aSrjXop,  for  instance  the 
atoms,  the  void.  When  the  opinion  is  an  anticipation,  it  is 
correct  if  the  sensation  confirms  or  bears  witness  to  it  (av 
einiuLapTvpîJTai)  ;  wlien  it  refers  to  aSrjXov  it  is  correct  if  the 
facts  do  not  contradict  it  (m  avn /ma pTvptjrai),  as  for  instance 
the  theories  of  Epicurus  (D.  L.  X,  33— Sext.  Emp.  Adv.  Math. 
VII,  211).  This  inadequate  criterion  shows  clearly  his  con- 
tempt for  science.  The  existence  of  the  gods  is  revealed  to  us 
l)y  sensible  intuition.  We  see  them  in  fact.  From  their 
bodies,  as  from  all  others,  fiow  out  emanations  (e^iSœXa),  which 
bring  us  a  palpable  proof  of  their  reality. 

Neo-Flatonism.  Metaphysic  of  the  vovç  :  Gradual  Ascent  from 
Sensation  to  Discursive  Thought,  Rational  Intuition,  and  Ecstasy. 

In  Neo-Platonism  we  find  an  attempt  made  to  reconcile,  in 
one  vast  syncretism,  the  three  great  philosophic  systems  of 
Greece.  Each  of  these  is,  so  to  speak,  realized  in  one  of  the 
primordial  hypostases  (àp^tKai  viroo-rda-eiç),  and  all  three  were 
reconciled  and  blended  in  their  Trinity.  Platonism  is  repre- 
sented by  the  One,  the  ineffable  Being  from  whom  all  things 
proceed;  Peripateticism,  by  the  first  emanation,  the  vovç, 
reason  ;  and  Stoicism  by  the  world-soul.  The  vovç  is  Aristotle's 
pure  activity,  the  thought  of  thought.  Above  the  sensible 
world  there  is  the  world  of  Ideas,  the  intelligible  world  com- 
posed of  Ideas,  where  the  things  represented  to  us  by  the 
world  of  sense  as  extended  and  dispersed  in  Space  and  time, 
exist  in  their  essence,  concentrated  into  an  incorporeal  sim- 
plicity. The  Ideas  are  intelligences  for  ever  given  up  to 
self-contemplation,  whose  whole  Being  is  in  fact  this  self- 
contemplation.;  and  they  are  not  only  involved  in  one  another, 
but  also  ascend  to  a  highest  Idea,  which  embraces  and  includes 
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them  all.  The  intelligible  world  and  the  intelligence  are  one  ; 
reason  is  thought  become  actual,  pure  actuality,  thought 
thinking  itself. 

As  the  VOVÇ  contains  within  itself  a  multitude  of  ideas,  so 
also  does  the  Universal  Soul  contain  within  itself  a  multitude 
of  individual  souls.  Deceived  by  a  kind  of  mirage,  these 
souls  descend  "  as  if  summoned  by  a  herald's  voice,"  into  the 
bodies  that  are  appropriate  to  them.  The  soul,  once  it  has 
fallen  into  a  body,  may  find  delight  in  its  degenerate  state, 
forgetting  its  Heavenly  Father.  But  it  may  also  be  with- 
drawn from  its  own  body,  and,  even  here  below,  turn  to  God  ; 
it  is  never  entirely  separated  from  the  Universal  Soul,  and 
though  it  is  not  clearly  conscious  of  it,  its  dwelling-place  is 
still  in  the  Intelligence.  In  order  to  return  to  God,  it  is 
therefore  not  necessary  for  the  soul  to  go  out  of  itself. 

As  a  middle  term  between  the  perception  of  sensible  things 
and  the  contemplation  of  the  Ideas,  there  is  on  the  Alexandrian 
System  discursive  thought  {Siai/orjriKOp).     lieason  (vovç)  is  the 
same  in  every  individual,  but  that  which  discursive  thought 
reveals  of  its  contents  varies  in  different  individuals.     Know- 
ledge, which  is  based  on  reasoning,  partakes  of  the  nature  of 
both  rational  and  sensible  intuition,  and  is  the  connecting  link 
between  them.     By  the  application  of  intuition  to  experience 
in  knowledge  the  unity  of  the  Idea  is  destroyed  ;  but,  on  the 
other  hand,  knowledge  enables  us  to  perceive  the  intelligible  in 
the  sensible,  and  prepares  the  way  for  the  emancipation  of  the 
soul.      Corresponding  to  knowledge,  in  practical  life   are  the 
politwal  virtues  (temperance,  courage,  pi-udence,  justice),  which 
had  been  preached  by  the  Stoics.     Knowledge  is  followed  by 
contemplation  of  the  ideas,  and  the  political  virtues  by  the 
purijkations  (KaOdpcreiç)   which   free   the   soul  from   all  error, 
from  all  illusion.     Once  returned   to  its  own  nature,  to  the 
Unity  of  the  Intelligence,  the  soul  is  able  to  contemplate  the 
pure  Ideas   in   all   their  spiritual    splendour,  and  itself  also 
without  any  intervening  obstacle  or  medium.      Finally,  there 
are  the  virtues  by  which  men  become  divine  (n  (rirovSh  ovk  e^w 
àfiapriaç  eîvai  àWà  Oeov  eîmi).     This  is  the  contemplation  of 
the  One,  of  the  Ineffable  Being,  the  highest  term  both  in  the 
practical  and  speculative  life  :  and  the  soul  reaches  it,  not  by 
intuition,  but  by  rising  above  every  intellectual  act — for  all 


thought  still  implies  motion  {Kivrja-iç)  and  a  certain  duality  of 
subject    and    object— by   an  ecsta^,  by  setting  itself  free  of 
every  form,  even  the  most  ideal,  by  returning  to  the  absolute 
unity,  âco-rao-iç-aTrXcoo-fç-a^»/.     Thought  has  value  only  because 
it  lifts  us  gradually  to  heights  whence  we  can  discover  God.. 
Logical  thought  is  the  intelligible,  developed,  as  it  were,  by  the 
false  show  of  sensible  things  ;  pure  thought  is  an  intuition  of 
the  intelligible,  in  its  unity  and  ecstasy  incapable   of  further 
description.     Thought  is  like  a  wave   which  bears  us  on  its 
crest,  and  swelling  lifts  us  so  that  all  at  once  we  are  able  to 
see  (Enn.  YI,  vii,  36  ;  Félix  Kavaisson,  Uss.  sur  la  M/taph. 
d'Aristote,  t.  II,  pp.  451-452).     The  soul  is  then  God,  and  finds 
in  Him    the  source  of  life,   the  ]3rinciple  of  Being,  its  own 
origin.       It   is   the   Being,  the    Being    is    in    it,  it  is   filled,, 
intoxicated   with   love,   and    is    perfect  felicity.       This  state 
is  seldom  experienced,  and  then   only  for  a  brief  moment. 
Plotinus  admits  that  he  himself  only  reached  it  three  tmies  in 
his  life. 

Christian  Platonism.     St.  Augustine,— St.  Anselm.— Peripa- 
tetic Realisni. — Thomas  Aquinas. — Nominalism. 

As  they  were  chiefly  concerned  with  the  higher  truths  and 
with  the  salvation  of  souls,  it  was  natural  that  the  Christian 
thinkers  should  only  give  a  small  part  of  their  attention  to 
the  physical  sciences  and  their  principles.     There  was,  more- 
over,  at   the    beginning,   an    affinity    between    the    Christian 
teaching     and     the     Platonic     and     Neo-Platonic     doctrines. 
Among  the  early  fathers  who  followed  Plato,  St.  Augustine  is 
the  most  renowned.    He  despised  physical  science,  because  it  was 
of  no  use  for  the  bliss  of  the  soul  ;  what  he  sought  was  know- 
ledge of  God  and  of  himself;   and  consciousness  or  internal  ex- 
perience became  with  him  the  centre  and  heart  of  philosophy. 
To  doubt  that  one  possesses  the  truth  is  still  to  have  the  idea 
that  the  truth   exists.      Human   reason  apprehends  itself  as 
variable,  uncertain  ;   but  it  has,  at  the  same  time,  both  the  idea 
of,  and  the  desire  for  a  truth  that  is  immutable  and  eternaL 
What  the  mind  has  to  do,  therefore,  is  to  rise  above  itself,  to 
ascend  towards  the  source  of  all  light.     The  immutable  truth 
is  God.      He  is  the  Intelligence,  the  Eeason  which  illumines 
us.    {Confess.  X,  65  ;  XII,  35.     De  Trinitate,  XII,  24).      He  i^ 
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the  eternal  principle  of  all  the  forms  in  which  His  creatures 
appear.  He  is  the  absolute  Unity,  the  Supreme  Beauty.  In 
Him  are  the  Ideas. 

"  The  Ideas  are  the  immutable  forms  or  reasons  of  things  (rationes  rerum)  ; 
they  are  uncreated,  eternally  self-identical,  and  are  contained  in  the  divine 
intelligence.  And  since  they  are  not  born,  and  never  perish,  it  is  on  the 
model  of  the  Ideas  that  all  things  that  perish  are  formed,  all  that  which 
is  born  and  dies  (De  Ideis,  2).  For  neither  are  there  many  wisdoms,  but 
•one,— in  which  are  untold  and  infinite  treasures  of  things  intellectual, 
wherein  are  all  invisible  and  unchangeable  reasons  of  things  visible  and 
■changeable,  which  were  created  by  it"  {De  Civ.  Dei.  XI,  103). 

This  is  the  theory  of  Plato,  without  his  dialectic  and  without 
the  intermediate  world  of  mathematics,  which  enables  us  to 
have  at  least  a  glimpse  of  the  connection  between  the  sensible 
And  the  intelligible  things,  and  of  the  way  in  which  our  know- 
ledge of  the  world  has  its  principle  in  the  Ideas. 

In  the  Middle  Ages  the  problem  of  reason  formed  part  of 
the  great  discussion  on  the  reality  of  general  ideas,  and.  of  the 
violent  disputes  between  the  realists  and  the  nominalists.     The 
Platonic  realists  of  the  first  period,  St.  Anselm,  William  of 
•Champeaux,  etc.,  asserted  with  Plato  the  reality  of  the  general 
ideas  and  their  existence  prior  to  things  (universalia  ante  rem). 
The  idea  of  humanity  is  anterior  to  individual  men.     Since 
knowledge  has  to  do  with  general  ideas,  if  these  did  not  exist 
knowledge   would   be  concerned  with   the  non-existent,  with 
nothing.     St.  Anselm  (and  later  the  Platonists  of  the  twelfth 
•century,  Bernard  of  Chartres,  Gilbert  de  la  Porree)  thought  to 
«demonstrate  even  revealed  truths  on   rational  grounds.     His 
realism  was  founded  on  St.  Augustine's  theory  of  Ideas.     The 
Ideas,    he   taught,   exist   eternally   m   God.     "They    are   the 
intercourse  of  God  with  Himself,  as  thought  is  man's  intercourse 
with  himself  "  (MonoL  Ch.  XXVII).     Thus  all  knowledge  has 
its  source  in  God.     He  is  the  supreme  truth  which  makes  all 
truth,  the  sovereign  good  which  involves  all  particular  goods, 
the  absolute  through  which  alone  the  relative  is  comprehensible. 
We  always  speak  comparatively  of  greatness,  of  goodness  ;  there 
must  exist  therefore  a  model,  an  immutable  type  to  which  we 
refer.     In  order  that  the  existence  of  the  absolute  should  not 
be  made  to  depend  on  the  existence  of  the  relative,  St.  Anselm 
-sought  a  direct  and  immediate  proof  of  the  existence  of  God. 
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This  he  thought  to  have  found  in  the  ontological  argument,  in 
the  idea  of  the  greatest  good  that  could  possibly  be  conceived. 
(Aliquid  honum  quo  majm  cogitari  nequit).  This  idea  is  present 
in  every  mind,  and  it  involves  existence  ;  therefore,  for  the  sole 
reason  that  we  have  a  conception  of  it,  perfection  must  exist 
{existit  ergo  procul  dvhio  aliquid  qico  majus  cogitari  non  valet,  et 
in  intellectu  et  in  re).  This  argument  is  the  boldest  application 
that  has  ever  been  made  of^the  theory  of  realism. 

The  Kealists  of  the  second  period,  being  influenced  by  the 
teaching  of  Aristotle,  were  more  moderate.    To  Albertus  Magnus, 
Thomas  Aquinas,  and  Duns   Scotus  universals  have  no   sub- 
stantial existence  outside  things.     As  Aristotle  said,  they  exist 
in  the  individuals  and  through  them,  non  ante  rem,  sed  in  re  : 
not  that  the  doctrine  of  ideas  was  to  be  rejected.      Universals 
exist  ante  rem,  not  as  independent  and  actual  beings,  but  as 
exemplars  or  intelligible  forms  in  the  Divine  Reason.   According 
to    Thomas    Aquinas,    man    cannot     think     without     images. 
The    forms    received    by   the   passive   intellect   from   sensible 
impressions,   are    only    made    truly    intelligible    through    the 
active  intellect,  just  as  light  alone  makes  the  colours  of  bodies 
visible.     By  a  sort  of  abstraction,  the  active  intellect  makes 
the  images  received  through  the  senses  intelligible.     Intellect  us 
agens  facit  phantasmata  a  sensihus  accepta  intelligihilia  per  modum 
ahstractionis  cujusdam  (Summa  Theol,  I,  quaest.  84).      This  is 
Aristotle's  theory  deprived  of  some  of  its  force.     The  principles 
of    Thomas   Aquinas    are    not    in    agreement    with   Anselm's 
ontological  proof.     As  it  is  from  the  sensible  that  he  abstracts 
the  intelligible,  so  also  it  is  from  the  world  that  he  reaches 
God,  whose  existence  he  proves  by  the  necessity  of  a  first 
mover,  by  the  impossibility  of  infinite  regression  in  the  series 
of  secondary  causes,  by  the  design  manifest  in  nature  which  is 
of  itself  unintelligent. 

Nominalism  in  the  Middle  Ages  represents  or  corresponds  to 
empiricism,  and  consequently,  as  has  always  been  the  case, 
implied  a  certain  scepticism.  The  Nominalists,  since  they  refused 
to  attach  any  value  to  general  ideas,  could  not  admit  any  more 
than  an  entirely  relative  value  in  knowledge  ;  reason  being 
impotent  could  not  be  reconciled  to  faith;  the  two  terms 
tended  to  become  divergent.  The  great  opponent  of  realism 
in  the  first  scholastic  period  was  Roscellinus.     In  the   14th 
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century  William  of  Occam,  born  in  England  and  the  precursor 
both  of  Luther  and  of  Englisli  empiricism,  gave  to  nominalism 
a  new  lustre.  His  doctrine  was  that  the  universal  does  not 
exist  in  things  but  in  the  mind,  as  a  concept  uniting  in  one 
word  several  singulars,  conceptits  7nentis  sigiiificans  univoce 
plura  singularia.  Nor  have  the  ideas  more  reality  in  the 
mind  of  God,  being  no  more  than  His  knowledge  of  particular 
things  which  alone  exist.  Since  only  individual  things  are 
real,  intuition,  either  of  the  senses  or  of  consciousness,  is  the 
only  source  of  knowledge.  Science  was  reduced  to  formal 
logic  the  principles  of  which  were  arrived  at  by  induction, 
and  which  dealt  with  conventional  signs,  the  •  epitome  of 
particular  intuitions.  The  attempted  reconciliation  of  Faith 
and  Reason  was  unnecessary,  for  in  truth  the  latter  was 
non-existent  ;  and  all  truth  was  relative,  for  it  was  based  on 
individual  intuition, 

Arabic    Theory:     Identity  of  the    Creative   Intellect    in    all 
minds  ;     Averroës, 

We  cannot  leave  the  philosophy  of  the  Middle  Ages  without 
giving  some  account  of  the  great  Arabic  theory  regarding  the 
creative   reason.     The   name   of  Averroës   (born   at  Cordova, 
1126-1198)  became  in  the  Middle  Ages  symbolic  of  infidelity 
and  blasphemy.     To  him  is  attributed  the  famous  book  of  the 
three  impostors  (Moses,  Mahommed,  Jesus  Christ),  which  no 
one  has  ever  seen,  but  which  was  the  cause  of  the  burning  of 
so   many   phUosophers.     The    old    Italian    painters   represent 
Averroës    being  cast    into    hell,  grimacing    in   a    demoniacal 
manner,  and  again  as  conquered  and  utterly  crushed  by  the 
dialectic  of  the  triumphant  Aquinas.    The  doctrine  of  Averroës, 
which  was  attacked  by  all   the  great  peripatetic  and  ortho- 
dox Scholastics  (Albertus   Magnus,  Thomas  Aquinas  and  his 
disciples),   and    later    by   the    Platonists   of    the   Renaissance 
(Ficinus,  pre/,  to  trans,  of  Plotinus)  prevailed  as  early  as  the 
middle  of  the   14th  century  in  Northern  Italy,  especially  in 
Padua,  and  held  its  ground  there  until  the  middle  of  the  17  th 
century.     Thomas  Aquinas  sums  up  the  doctrine  of  Averroës 
in  these  terms  :  "  It  is  not  in  the  power  of  God  to  create  more 
than  one  intellect.     The  intellect  is  a  power  entirely  distinct 
from  the  soul,  and  it  is  one  in  all  men."     Aristotle  had  said 
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{De  Anima,  III,  5)  that  the  active  intellect  enters  into  the  soul 
from  without,  and  that  it  alone  is  distinct,  imperishable, 
eternal.  This  doctrine  of  the  master  was  developed  by 
Averroës  and  his  disciples.  He  tried  to  reconcile  the  opinion 
of  Alexander  of  Aphrodisias  with  that  of  Themistius.  Accord- 
ing to  Alexander  the  passive  intellect  is  only  a  disposition, 
a  potentiality  belonging  to  animal  life  to  which  the  active 
intelligence,  that  is  God  Himself,  gives  actuality.  Themistius, 
on  the  other  hand,  taught  that  these  two  intelligences  are  in 
each  man  of  the  same  substance,  and  distinct  from  the  body, 
and  this  ensures  the  individual  immortality  of  souls.  The 
doctrine  of  Averroës  was,  that  the  potential  or  material 
intellect  was  more  than  a  passing  disposition,  but  at  the  same 
time  there  could  not  exist  more  than  one  active  intellect. 
Man  has  in  himself  merely  an  aptitude  to  be  affected  by  the 
active  understanding.  The  potential  intellect  is  the  result  of 
the  contact  of  this  aptitude  with  the  active  intellect.  The 
latter  is  therefore  a  kind  of  mixture  or  compound  of  the 
aptitude  which  is  in  us,  and  the  active  intellect  outside  us. 
The  active  intellect  is  to  the  plurality  of  souls  what  light  is 
to  the  objects  which  reflect  it  without  depriving  it  of  its  unity. 
The  potential  intellect  attains  actuality  by  means  of  the  active 
intellect  after  it  has  also  in  a  manner  been  created  by  the 
latter,  which  at  the  same  time  absorbs  it;  and  consequently, 
as  the  active  intellect  is  imperishable,  our  vov<s  is  immortal; 
not,  it  is  true,  as  an  individual  substance,  but  in  as  much  as  it 
is  a  moment  of  the  universal  understanding.  This  universal 
understanding  is  a  divine  emanation,  it  flows  from  the  lunar 
sphere,  from  the  mover  of  the  last  of  those  heavenly  circles 
which,  rising  one  above  the  other,  finally  reach  up  to  God. 

With  Bacon  and  Descartes  the  Object  of  Knovdedge  no  longer 
General  Notions. — Mathematical  Rationalism  of  Descartes.  Pri- 
mary NotioTis  and  Truths. 

In  their  inquiries  concerning  reason,  the  ancient  and 
mediaeval  philosophers  had  occupied  themselves  mainly  with 
the  problem  of  general  notions.  By  them  science  was  con- 
ceived as  a  system  of  classification,  as  a  means  of  arresting  the 
flow  of  sensible  phenomena,  of  finding  a  fixed  object  for 
thought,  of  gradually  lifting  thought  up  to  the  immutable,  to 
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God.  But  with  the  progress  of  science,  which  in  the  16th 
century  extended  in  every  direction,  the  problem  underwent  a 
change.  Broadly  speaking,  the  aim  of  philosophy  now  was  to 
abstract  from  complex  phenomena  the  simple  elements  of 
which  they  are  composed,  to  find  the  laws  governing  their 
combination  so  as  to  be  in  a  position  to  reproduce  it.  The 
theory  of  induction  was  discovered  by  Bacon,  and  he  (as  well 
as  his  followers)  was  possessed  by  the  idea  of  the  advancement 
of  the  natural  sciences.  Descartes  was  more  ambitious,  and  as 
a  confident  rationalist  with  a  very  clear  conception  of  the 
scientific  ideal,  hoped  to  effect  the  completion  of  science  by 
driving  to  it  from  the  beginning  the  desired  deductive  form. 
He  tried  to  reduce  the  universe  as  it  appears  to  us,  to  a  com- 
bination of  intelligible  elements.  Mathematics  was,  in  his 
opinion,  tlie  model  and  the  type  of  science,  which  should  be  a 
vast  encyclopiedia,  all  the  branches  of  which  should  l)e  related 
to  one  another  and  to  one  common  principle.  His  object 
was  to  "imitate  those  long  chains  of  quite  simple  and  easy 
reasoning  which  mathematicians  are  in  the  habit  of  employing 
in  order  to  reach  their  most  difficult  proofs." 

"  All  things  to  the  knowledge  of  which  man  is  competent  are  mutually 
connected  in  the  same  way,  and  there  is  nothing  so  far  removed  from 
us  as  to  be  beyond  our  reach,  or  so  hidden  that  we  cannot  discover  it, 
provided  only  we  abstain  from  accepting  the  false  for  the  true,  and 
always  preserve  in  our  thoughts  the  order  necessary  for  the  deduction 
of  one  truth  from  another  "  (Disc,  de  la  Méthode^  2nd  Part). 

Natural  science  should  be  made  as  clear  as  that  two  and  two 
make  four,  and  hence  it  must  be  founded  on  notions  that  are, 
in  the  first  place,  intelligible  in  themselves,  and,  secondly, 
linked  together  in  accordance  with  evident  relations. 

In  this  conception  of  science,  as  independent  of  the  senses 
and  of  experience,  which  are  merely  its  occasion,  the  most 
important  part  is  assigned  to  reason,  since  it  is  to  reason 
that  we  owe  simple  and  primitive  notions,  and  the  principles 
which  rule  the  combination  of  these  intelligible  elements. 
In  Descartes'  method  there  are  two  steps.  Firstly,  intuition  ; 
not  indeed  sensible  intuition,  which  only  gives  us  notions  that 
are  confused  and  already  very  complex,  but  rational  intuition, 
to  which  we  owe,  besides  simple  notions,  primary  truths  and 
axioms.     Secondly,  deduction,  which  is  the  source  of  progress 


and  movement  in  thought,  a  succession  of  intuitions  revealing 
the  relations  betw^een  ideas. 

Which,  then,  are  the  a  priori  notions,  the  primitive,  innate 
ideas  ?  The  most  important  primary  notion,  and  the  most 
natural  to  us,  is  that  of  God,  of  Infinity,  of  perfection.  "  By 
the  name  of  God  I  understand  a  substance  infinite,  eternal, 
innnutable,  independent,  all-knowing,  all-powerful,  by  which 
I  myself,  and  every  other  being  that  exists,  if  any  such 
there  l)e,  were  created  "  {Meditation,  III).  The  characteristics 
of  our  idea  of  the  Infinite  are  as  follows  :  Firstly,  it  is  a  posi- 
tive notion.  It  is  an  error  to  maintain  that  this  notion  is  only 
ac(iuired  by  the  negation  of  what  is  finite,  as  rest  and  darkness 
are  conceived  only  by  the  negation  of  motion  and  light. 

"  On  the  contrary  I  clearly  perceive  that  there  is  more  reality  in  the 
infinite  substance  than  in  the  finite,  and  therefore  that  in  some  way  I 
possess  the  notion  of  the  infinite  before  that  of  the  finite.  .  .  .  For  how 
could  I  know  that  I  doubt  or  desire,  that  something  is  wanting  to  me,  and 
that  I  am  not  wholly  perfect,  if  I  possessed  no  idea  of  a  being  more 
perfect  than  myself,  by  comparison  with  which  I  know  the  deficiencies  of 
my  nature  ?"  {Medit.  III). 

It  cannot  therefore  be  asserted  that  this  idea  represents 
nothing  to  me,  and  may  consequently  arise  out  of  nothing, 
since,  on  the  contrary,  this  idea  represents  more  reality  than 
any  other. 

2.°  Not  only  is  this  idea  positive,  but  it  is  also  clear 
and  distinct.  It  is  true  that  I  do  not  understand  the  Infinite  ; 
but  on  the  one  hand  I  know  that  he  possesses  all  the  perfections 
of  which  I  have  an  idea  ;  and  on  the  other,  I  understand  very 
well  that  the  Infinite  cannot  be  perfectly  understood  by  a 
finite  being  like  myself.  Hence  I  have  an  idea  of  the  infinite 
which  is  quite  distinct,  though  very  imperfect  (Ibid.). 

3.°  Might  not  the  perfection  which  I  attribute  to  God 
be  merely  my  own  perfection  magnified  ?  Perhaps  it  exists 
potentially  in  me.  This  power  of  acquiring,  by  degrees,  all  the 
perfections  is  enough  possibly  to  produce  the  idea  of  them 
even  now. 

"  Although  it  were  true  that  my  knowledge  daily  acquired  new  degrees 
of  perfection,  although  there  were  potentially  in  my  nature  much  that  was 
not  as  yet  actually  in  it,  still  all  these  excellencies  make  not  the  slightest 
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approach  to  the  idea  T  have  of  the  Deity,  in  whom  nothing  exists  i^n  a 
state  of  mere  potentiality,  but  everything  exists  actually  and  really 
(Ibid.). 

In  the  second  place,  the  Infinite  cannot  be  reached  by 
successive  additions.  It  is  contradictory  to  suppose  that  a 
finite  being  could  ascend  by  degrees  to  the  Infinite. 

"  I  readily  perceive  that  the  objective  being  of  an  idea,  i.e.  that  which 
is  represented  by  an  idea,  cannot  be  produced  by  a  being  that  is  merely 
potentially  existent  (which,  properly  «peaking,  is  nothing),  but  only  by 
a  being  existing  formally  or  actually  "  (Ibid.). 

It  is  therefore  impossible  to  derive  from  a  potential  infinity 
the  idea  of  actual  infinity. 

4°  Could  our  idea  of  the  Infinite  or  of  the  Absolute 
be  explained  then  by  adding  together  all  the  perfections  of 
which  the  universe  is  composed  ? 

*«  But,"  says  Descartes,  ''  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  several  causes 
concurred  in  my  production,  and  that  from  one  I  received  the  idea  of  one 
of  the  perfections  I  attribute  to  Deity,  and  from  another  the  idea  of  some 
other,  and  thus  that  all  those  perfections  are  indeed  found  somewhere  in 
the  universe,  but  do  not  all  exist  together  in  a  single  being,  who  is  God  ; 
for,  on  the  contrary,  the  unity,  the  simplicity  or  inseparability  of  all 
the  properties  of  the  Deity  is  one  of  the  chief  perfections  I  conceive  Him 
to  possess  ;  and  the  idea  of  this  unity  of  all  the  perfections  of  the  Deity 
could  certainly  not  be  put  int©  my  mind  by  any  cause  from  which  I  did 
not  likewise  receive  the  ideas  of  all  the  other  perfections"  (Ibid.). 

To  sum  up  :  according  to  Descartes  (3rd  Medit.)  our  idea  of 
the  Infinite,  or  of  God,  being  an  eminently  positive  idea,  cannot 
be  obtained  by  negation.  2nd.  Being  positive,  it  is  there- 
fore clear  and  distinct,  although  imperfect.  3rd.  Since  it  is 
the  idea  of  an  absolute  actuality  it  cannot  be  derived  from 
what  is  merely  potential,  -ith.  As  it  is  the  absolute  unity  of 
all  perfection,  it  cannot  be  the  sum  of  the  perfections  that  are 
to  be  found  scattered  throughout  the  universe.  Seeing,  therefore, 
that  it  is  not  attainable  through  either  external  or  internal  ex- 
perience, the  idea  of  infinity  is  one  of  those  original  innate 
ideas  which  are  not  formed  by  us  ;  and  it  is,  moreover,  the 
first  of  these  ideas,  the  idea  by  which  both  reaUty  and  our 
knowledge  are  established. 

As  regards  the  other  primary  ideas  or  intelligible  elements, 
Descartes    distinguishes    three    kinds    of    ideas:    adventitious 
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ideas,  i.e.  those  derived  from  the  senses,  factitious  ideas  (for  ex- 
ample, a  centaur,  Pegasus)  and  innate  ideas  (as  of  God,  of  mind, 
spirit,  body,  or  of  a  triangle)  (Vol.  VIII,  pp.  510,  511). 

Elsewhere  he  goes  so  far  as  to  say,  "  I  hold  that  all  those 
[ideas]  which  involve  neither  athrmation  nor  negation  are  in- 
nate "  (Vol.  VIII,  p.  534).  By  this  he  means  that  all  primitive 
notions  are  innate.  The  adventitious  part  is  the  particular 
knowledge  of  the  moment,  the  experience  in  which  we  see  such 
and  such  a  figure  realized  in  space.  "  We  have  within  us  the 
material  of  our  thoughts  ;  what  we  learn  by  experience  is  the 
manner  in  which  this  material  is  shaped  "  (Lectures  of  M.  J. 
Lachellier  in  the  École  normale).  The  understanding  alone  would 
idve  us  the  corporeal  world  without  any  actual  determination, 
extension  without  motion.  From  (^ur  senses  we  learn  that 
extension  actually  takes  such  and  such  a  shape  through  motion. 
The  object  of  science  is  to  trace  back  what  is  adventitious  to 
what  is  innate,  to  explain  experience  by  reason,  what  is  sensible 
l)y  what  is  intelligible,  by  discovering  the  rational  laws  which 
are  the  cause  of  the  actual  determinations  of  space. 

In  what  sense  are  these  simple  ideas,  these  intelligible 
elements,  innate  ?  On  this  point  Descartes'  doctrine  is  quite 
clear. 

"  When  I  say  that  an  idea  is  born  with  us,  I  merely  mean  that  we  have 
within  us  the  faculty  of  producing  this  idea.  I  have  never  held  nor 
written  that  the  mind  requires  natural  ideas  distinct  from  its  powers  of 
thinking.  But  as  I  perceived  that  there  are  certain  thoughts  which  pro- 
ceed neither  from  external  objects  nor  from  the  determination  of  my  will, 
but  solely  from  my  faculty  of  thinking,  I  called  these  ideas  natural  ;  but  I 
merely  said  so  in  the  same  sense  as  we  say  that  generosity  or  some  disease 
is  natural  to  certain  families"  {Letters,  Cousin's  Edition,  Vol.  X,  p.  70). 

If  after  this  assertion  a  further  proof  were  needed,  we  have 
only  to  point  out  that  Descartes,  l)y  his  demonstrations  of  the 
existence  of  God,  of  the  distinction  Ijetween  the  soul  and  the 
body,  by  his  reduction  of  the  secondary  qualities  of  matter  to 
extension,  repeatedly  makes  the  mind  discover  ideas  which  it 
possesses  implicitly. 

We  have  still  to  determine  the  rational  principles  which 
enable  us  to  connect  together  simple  notions.  The  first  of 
these  principles,  the  one  which  governs  all  knowledge,  is  the 
principle  of  divine  veracity.      Man,  by  only  reflecting  on  his 
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own  nature,  arrives  at  the  idea  of  a  perfect  Being,  of  God. 
This  perfect  P>eing  cannot  wish  to  deceive  us  and  we  ma}' 
therefore  witliout  fear  accept  as  the  expression  of  reality  all 
that  we  conceive  clearly  and  distinctly. 

"  The  existence  of  God  is  the  first  and  the  most  eternal  of  all  possible 
truths,  and  from  it  alone  all  other  truths  proceed  {Letter  to  M,  Mersenne). 
The  knowledge  of  an  atheist  is  not  true  science,  because  any  knowledge 
that  could  be  made  doubtful  cannot  be  called  by  the  name  of  science  " 
{Answer  to  2nd  Objection). 

The  real  alone  being  intelligible,  Descartes  does  not  see  the 
necessity  of  enumerating  all  the  rational  principles.      That  is 
true  which,  after  we  have  taken  every  precaution,  appears  so  to 
us.    The  primary  truths  are  the  axioms — those  self-evident  pro- 
positions which  make  deductive  reasoning  possible — and  the 
most  important  of  these  is  the  principle  of  contradiction.      The 
problem   of  our  knowledge  of   the    world   may   be   stated   as 
follows  :  given  a  composite  thing  (for  example,  the  world  as  it 
appears   to  us)  to  find  an  equation  that   will  express  it  in 
simple  and  intelligible  notions.     The  only  clear  and  distinct 
notion    which   we   have   of    the   w*orld    is    that  of  extension. 
Physical  science  should  therefore  be  a  mathematical  system. 
"  The  world  is  a  machine  in  which  we  have  nothing  to  consider 
beyond   the  figure  and  motion   of   its   different   parts."     The 
world  being  a  mechanism,  the  science  of  it  is  deductive.     The 
principles  governing  this  science  are  innate,  but  only  in  the 
sense  that  reflection  of  itself  reveals  them  to  us. 

"I  have  also  observed  certain  laws  established  in  nature  by  God  in 
such  a  manner,  and  of  which  He  has  impressed  on  our  minds  such 
notions,  that  after  we  have  reflected  sufficiently  upon  these,  we  cannot 
doubt  that  they  are  accurately  observed  in  all  that  exists  or  takes  place 
in  the  world  "  {Discourse  on  Method^  Pt.  Y). 

In  what  does  this  reflection  by  which  we  discover  the  laws 
of  nature  consist  ? 

"  I  have  pointed  out  what  are  the  laws  of  nature  ;  and  with  no  other 
principle  upon  which  to  found  my  reasonings  except  the  infinite  perfec- 
tions of  God,  I  endeavoured  to  prove  all  those  of  which  there  could  be 
any  doubt,  and  to  shew  that  even  if  God  had  created  more  worlds,  there 
could  have  been  none  in  which  these  laws  were  not  observed  "  {Ibid.). 

God  is  the  principle  of  motion  and  He  is  Himself  immutable, 
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hence  the  lavt  of  the  permanence  of  the  quantity  of  motion  in 
the  world. 

To  sum  up  :  the  problem  of  science  was  for  Descartes  not 
only  to  discover  generalities,  to  reach  the  immovable,  but  also 
to  find  the  explanation  of  things  as  they  appear  to  us.  Experi- 
ence is  no  more  than  the  occasion  of  this  science,  w^hich  consists 
in  reducing  the  sensible  world  to  simple  and  intelligible  notions 
(such  as  extension),  these  being  combined  according  to  natural 
laws,  all  of  which  depend  on  the  idea  of  God. 

Bosmet  and  Fénelon  :    the  Eternal  Truths  are  in  God  ;    they 
■  are  God  Himself  present  in.  the  Huma.n  Mind. 

Bossuet  was  influenced  by  Descartes,  but  he  was  at  the 
same  time  mindful  of  the  doctrines  of  St.  Augustine  and 
Thomas  Aquinas.  "  Eeason,"  he  says,  "  is  the  light  given  to  us 
by  God  for  our  guidance  "  {Conn,  de  Dieu  et  de  soi-même,  I,  7), 
and  it  has  for  its  object  the  eternal  truths.  Which  are  these 
truths  ?  Bossuet  cites  {Ibid.  IV,  5)  the  mathematical  truths — 
the  laws  of  motion  and  the  principles  of  morality.  "  There  is 
an  extremely  close  connection  between  law  and  reason.  Order 
could  not  exist  in  things  if  it  were  not  for  reason,  and  it  can 
only  be  comprehended  by  reason  ;  law^  is  the  ally  of  reason, 
and  its  special  object." 

Bossuet  is  never  weary  of  repeating  that  the  eternal  truths, 
the  principles  of  our  understanding,  are  "  something  of  God,  or 
rather  are  God  Himself  "  {Ibid.  IV,  5).  He  thus  holds  with 
Fénelon  and  Malebranche  that  every  relation  of  our  reason  to 
an  eternal  truth  is  a  direct  intercourse  of  the  human  mind 
with  God.  But  he  probably  would  not  have  agreed  with  the 
former  that  reason  is  something  external  to  us,  and  he  cer- 
tainly would  not  have  held  with  the  latter  the  doctrine  of 
passive  vision  in  God.  What  he,  as  well  as  all  the  Cartesians, 
asserted  was  that  our  idea  of  perfection  is  the  positive  idea 
par  excelleiue,  and  that  imperfection  necessarily  implies  the  per- 
fection from  which  it  has,  so  to  speak,  fallen  away  {Ibid.  IV,  7). 

Fënelon  appears  to  have  had  beside  him  a  copy  of  the 
Traité  de  la  connaissatice  de  Dieu  et  de  soi  même  when  he  wrote 
his  Traité  de  l'existence  de  Dieu.  He  adopted  Bossuet's  theory, 
giving  to  it,  however,  a  more  mystical  and  idealistic  expression. 
He  begins  by  declaring  that  our  idea  of  the  Infinite  is  a  real 
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and  positive  idea,  and  that  it  is  implied  in  all  om*  other  ideas. 
"  It  is  true,  l  am  not  able  to  exhaust  the  infinite,  nor  can  I 
understand  it,  that  is  to  say,  I  cannot  know  it  to  the  extent 
that  it  is  intelligible.  .  .  .  But  such  as  it  is,  my  idea  of  the 
infinite  is  not  confused,  nor  is  it  a  negative  one  "  (2nd  Part, 
Chap.  II).  "  It  is  not  a  confused  idea,  for  I  affirm  all  that 
is  predicable  of  it  :  I  deny  all  that  is  not  predicable.  If  one 
were  to  say  to  me  that  the  Infinite  is  triangular  I  would  reply 
without  any  hesitation  that  what  is  without  limits  can  have 
no  shape  "  (1st  Part,  Chap.  II).  "  It  is  not  a  negative  idea, 
because  it  is  not  by  excluding  indefinitely  all  limits  that  I  form 
an  image  of  the  Infinite  in  my  mind.  He  who  speaks  of  limits 
merely  makes  a  negative  statement,  and,  contrariwise,  he  who 
denies  this  negation  affirms  something  very  positive  indeed  ;  a 
double  negation  is  equal  to  an  affirmation  "  (2nd  l*art.  Chap. 
II).  This  idea  of  the  Infinite  is  not  without  an  object. 
"  Besides  the  idea  of  the  Infinite  "  says  Fenelon,  "  I  have  also 
universal  and  immutable  notions  which  rule  all  my  judgments  "  : 
and  he  gives  as  examples  the  mathematical  and  ethical  truths. 

Malebranche  gives  a  Systematic  Form  to  the  Ideas  of  Bossnet 
and  Fniclon  :  Vision  in  God. 

Neither  Bousset  nor  Fenelon  made  any  attempt  to  establish 
the  relation  between  the  universal  truths  and  our  idea  of  the 
Infinite,  or  of  perfection.  They  merely  asserted  the  two  terms 
to  be  identical.  Malebranche's  treatment  of  tlie  question  was 
more  strictly  philosophical.  He  adopted  the  Cartesian  system, 
at  the  same  time  giving  it  a  simpler  form.  Descartes  had 
separated  the  object  from  the  idea  ;  with  him  the  divine  veracity 
is  our  warrant  of  the  agreement  between  our  clear  and  distinct 
ideas  and  their  objects.  Thus  in  his  system  there  were  three 
terms  to  be  considered — God,  the  object,  and  the  idea.  With 
Malebranche,  these  three  terms  are  reduced  to  one,  namely,  the 
idea,  which  he  regards  as  the  sole  object  of  knowledge.  God 
is  the  source,  the  reality,  the  place  of  ideas.  Whenever  we 
think  clearly  and  distinctly,  we  are  in  God,  we  see  God  ;  this  is 
the  theory  of  Vision  in  (jod. 

"God  alone  is  known  in  Himself.  Him  alone  do  we  see  with  an 
immediate  and  direct  perception.  Note  well  that  God,  or  the  Infinite,  is 
not  visible    through    the    medium    of   an    idea.    The    Infinite    is    its 


own  idea,  and  has  no  archétype.  It  is  only  creatures  that  are 
perceived  through  ideas  which  i-epresented  them  even  before  they  were 
made.  One  may  perceive  a  circle,  a  house,  a  sun  where  no  such  thing 
exists,  for  anything  that  is  finite  may  be  perceived  in  the  Infinite,  which 
contains  its  intelligible  ideas.  But  the  Infinite  can  onhj  he  seen  in  itself^ 
for  nothing  can  represent  the  Infinite.  If  we  think  of  God,  it  must  be 
that  God  exists"  (2nd  Entret.  Métaph.). 

Thus  God  is  the  only  Being  immediately  present  to  our 
thought.  I  do  not  know  Him  in  the  same  way  as  other  things, 
i.e.  through  the  medium  of  an  idea  ;  I  know  Him  immediately 
in  Himself.  Now,  "  God  contains  the  intelligible  world,  where 
are  found  the  ideas  of  all  things  .  .  .  the  archetype  which  I 
behold  of  the  created  world  in  which  I  live.  In  Him  is 
reason,  which  enlightens  me  through  purely  intelligible  ideas, 
with  which  it  alnmdantly  provides  my  mind  and  the  minds  of 
all  men."  I  am  not  distinct  from  Him  ;  He  is  "  the  place  of 
Spirits  as  space  is  the  place  of  l)odies  ;  I  am  immediately  united 
to  Him  "  (lîech.  de  la  Vér.  Pref.).  All  that  is  positive  in  the 
world  is  effected  by  Him  (doctrine  of  occasional  causes),  and  in 
the  same  way  it  is  He  who  acts  in  me  ;  He  is  the  author  of  truth 
as  well  as  of  reality.  As  on  occasion  of  the  heat  of  the  sun  He 
makes  the  plant  to  grow,  so  also  does  He  on  occasion  of  diverse 
movements  in  myself,  of  which  He  is  the  ultimate  cause, 
condescend  to  reveal  to  me  something  of  the  world  of  ideas 
which  is  in  Him.  The  mind's  attention  is  as  it  were  devotion, 
a  prayer  in  which  I  summon  the  divine  aid  ;  it  is  an  effort  of 
the  mind  turning  to  God  for  light.  We  have  of  ourselves  only 
an  imperfect  and  confused  inner  feeling.  We  do  not  perceive 
our  soul  in  its  idea,  we  observe  its  modifications,  but  are  unable 
to  reduce  them  to  simple  intelligilde  notions.  Sensations,  as 
such,  only  relate  to  the  perservation  of  the  body,  but  on  their 
occurrence  God  reveals  to  us  the  idea  of  intelligible  extension, 
the  relation  between  His  modifications  and  His  essence,  which 
is  the  archetype  of  the  world  we  inhabit  and  the  sole  ol)ject  of 
true  science.  The  theory  of  Vision  in  God  results  in  an  entirely 
mathematical  view  of  pliysical  science  like  that  of  Descartes. 

Spinoza  :  Four  Degrees  in  Knowledge. — His  Contempt  for 
Empirical  Science. — Rational  and  Intuitive  Knovjledge. 

Spinoza,  like  Malebranche,  was  a  disciple  of  Descartes,  and 
he  also  regards  mathematics  as  the  ideal  of  all  knowledge. 
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Mentis  enim  oculi  quibtis  res  videt  observatque,  sunt  ipsœ  demonstra- 
tion's (Eth.  V,  Note  to  Prop.  23).  True  science  should  there- 
fore be  entirely  rational  and  deductive.  Spinoza  distinguishes 
four  kinds  of  knowledge  :  1st,  'per  anditum,  l)y  hear-say,  by  which 
I  know,  for  instance,  the  day  of  my  birth.  2nd,  per  experientiam 
vagam,  ordinary  induction,  chance  and  niethodless  generaliza- 
tions from  sensations.  3rd,  rational  knowledge  {ratio),  which 
corresponds  to  the  eTria-n'fiuLf]  of  Aristotle,  that  is,  to  demonstrative 
science.  In  this  rational  knowledge  we  pass  from  an  effect  to 
its  cause  without  apprehending  the  mode  of  generation  of  the 
effect  by  the  cause,  or,  again,  we  apply  a  general  rule  to  a 
particular  case.  4th,  there  is  the  intellectns,  scientia  intnitiva, 
that  is  the  immediate  knowledge  of  principles,  the  vov(s  iroitrriKoç 
of  Aristotle.  Spinoza  explains  his  theory  by  means  of  an 
illustration.  Let  it  be  given  that  2  :  3  :  :  i:  x.  Tradesmen 
know  that  3  is  to  be  multiplied  by  4  and  divided  by  2  ; 
this  is  knowledge  per  auditum.  By  operating  upon  simple 
numbers,  it  is  easy  to  discover  the  practical  rule  ;  this 
is  knowledge  per  eoyperientiam  vagam.  If  we  formed  our 
knowledge  on  the  demonstration  of  Euclid,  it  is  of  the  3rd 
kind,  that  is  per  rationem.  Perfect  knowledge,  the  scientm 
intuitiva,  consists  in  perceiving  directly  and  without  calculation 
that  4  being  twice  2,  x  is  twice  4.  This  knowledge  is  not  only 
the  most  direct  but  also  the  only  kind  that  explains  the 
generation  of  the  4th  term  (De  Emendatione  Intellectns. — Ethics^ 
II,  Note  2  of  Prop.  40). 

Empirical  knowledge  is  necessarily  inadequate  because  it 
only  expresses  the  relation  of  our  l)odies  to  foreign  bodies,  and 
consequently  expresses  neither  the  one  nor  the  other  clearly. 
It  is  founded  on  a  medley  of  impressions  to  which  correspond 
only  confused  and  inadequate  representations.  Hence  Spinoza 
is  led  to  despise  both  general  ideas,  which  are  abstracted  from 
sensations,  and  inductive  science  as  we  understand  it  now. 
General  notions  according  to  him  are  merely  enfeebled  sensa- 
tions, fainter  images,  which  become  more  confused  in  propor- 
tion as  their  extension  is  greater.  We  do  not  arrive  at 
anything  through  abstract  ideas,  such  as  those  of  Being,  of  the 
One,  the  True,  the  Good,  all  of  which  are  only  modes  of  thinking. 
Spinoza  is  in  fact  a  nominalist.  He  allows  that  empirical 
science  has  its  uses,  but  he  is  not  concerned  with  it,  l)ecau8e  it 


is  not  true  knowledge,  because  it  has  to  do  only  with  appear- 
ances, with  the  outside  of  things,  and  merely  connects  pheno- 
mena with  phenomena,  carrying  on  the  infinite  series  of  finite 
modes,  each  of  which  is  determined  by  another,  without  ever 
reaching  anything  that  is  conceivable  in  itself  and  of  itself. 

True  science,  that  is  to  say,  rational  knowledge  (ratio),  rests 
not  on  abstract  and  general  notions,  but  on  the  properties 
which  are  common  to  the  whole  and  to  its  parts,  and  which 
consequently  can  be  abstracted  from  all  experience.  These 
common  notions  or  properties,  of  which  we  have  an  adequate 
idea,  are  the  mathematical  properties  :  extension,  figure,  motion, 
rest.  The  first  effort  towards  scientific  knowledge  is  therefore 
the  endeavour  to  acquire  simple  and  adequate  notions,  which 
are  clearly  and  distinctly  understood  without  any  possibility  of 
error.  It  is  the  function  of  reason  to  resolve  compound  things 
into  these  intelligil)le  elements.  Thus,  like  Malebranche's 
theory  of  Vision  in  God,  Spinoza's  ratio  Ijrings  us  back  to 
the  mathematical  physics  of  Descartes,  in  which  our  confused 
sensations,  the  complex  properties  of  bodies  are  translated  into 
simple  intelligible  notions,  whose  relations  have  been  established 
l»y  deduction.  This  science,  which  deals  with  general  properties 
that  are  above  time,  is  deductive,  and  reveals  the  necessary 
relations  between  ideas,  and  cannot  therefore  consider  thhigs 
as  contingent  {Ethics,  2nd  Part,  Prop.  44).  It  is  the  nature 
of  reason  to  perceive  things  snh  specie  ceternitatis,  under  the 
form  of  eternity  {Ihid.  Coroll.  2). 

But  with  Spinoza  reasoned  knowledge  is  not  the  highest 
form  of  knowledge.  Simple  ideas  and  their  relations  express 
only  the  possible:  true  science  is  knowledge  of  the  real,  of 
effects  by  their  causes.  Hence  the  necessity  of  a  knowledge 
that  shall  be  not  demonstrative  but  intuitive  {scientia  intvAtiva), 
and  this  is  the  knowledge  of  God,  to  whom  all  things  are  to 
be  referred  and  from  whom  all  things  are  to  be  deduced.  In 
knowledge  of  this  fourth  kind  the  essence  of  each  thing  is 
known  as  having  its  necessary  foundation  in  the  essence  of 
God.  The  mind  is  passive  when  it  is  subject  to  the  influence 
of  things  (as  in  sensation  and  imagination),  but  does  not  appre- 
hend their  generation  ;  and  it  is  active  when  it  reproduces  the 
movement  of  nature,  of  the  divine  thought  which  engenders  all 
that   is.      Spinoza   was  a   kind    of   nominalistic    Plato.     True 
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science,  he  tau^rht,  is  not  concerned  with  the  sequence  of 
phenoniona,  but  it  constructs  the  world  ))y  means  of  shnple 
notions  and  adequate  ideas.     True  deduction  deduces  things  m 

their  essence. 

"  Ut  mens  nostra  omnino  referai  natiirœ  exemplar,  debet  omnes 
sms  ideas  prodiocere  ah  ea,  quae  refert  originem  et  fontem  totius 
naturce,  lU  ipsa  etiam  sit  fons  caeterarum  idearum  "  {De  Emend, 

Intcll,  Chap.  VII). 

The  ideas  that  are  innate  to  the  mind,  and  above  all  others 
their  connnon  principle,  namely,  the  idea  of  God  ;  the  principles 
of  deductive  reason  which  render  possible  the  concatenation  and 
combination  of  these  ideas  (concatenatio  inteUectus)  :  these  are 
the  functions  of  the  intellect  (scientia  intidtiva,  pure  reason), 
the  elements  and  the  object  of  true  knowledge. 

Leibnitz  endeavours  to  reconcile  Descartes  and  Locke.— Ex- 
perience and  Reason  :   First  Principles  :   Degrees  of  Knowledge. 

Leibnitz  was  an  eclectic  and  liked  to  reconcile  different 
schools  of  thought.  Like  Descartes  he  was  a  rationalist,  and 
had  a  passion  for  deductive  and  mathematical  methods,  but  at 
the  same  time  he  sought  to  expand  the  Cartesian  rationalism 
by  the  introduction  of  new  elements.  Descartes  held  that  our 
primary  ideas  and  principles  were  innate,  imprinted  in  us  by 
(;od.  Locke  traced  them  to  experience  either  internal  or 
external.  Leibnitz  now  endeavoured  to  reconcile  these  two 
theories.  Locke's  attack  was  of  service  inasmuch  as  it  went 
against  that  facile  philosophy  which  proceeds  l)y  multiplying 
principles.  And  when  he  objected  to  Descartes,  that  children 
have  no  consciousness  of  these  so-called  innate  ideas,  he  was 

irrefutable. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  since  the  objects  we  reach  by 
experience  have  only  a  contingent  existence,  experience  can  do 
no  more  than  provide  us  with  examples  or  particular  facts  ;  it 
never  gives  us  necessary  truths  or  principles.  What  escape 
is  there  from  this  dilemma  ?  The  difficulty  disappears  if  we 
distinguish  between  two  things  which  were  confused  by  these 
philosophers,  namely,  perception  and  apperception,  or  distinct 
consciousness.  As  middle  term,  l^etween  mere  potentiality  and 
perfect  actuality  there  is  virtuality.  Our  innate  principles  are 
not  always  objects  of  apperception   to  us,  but  this  does  not 
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mean  that  we  do  not  always  possess  them  virtually.  The  mind 
has  special  possessions,  and  these  are  the  innate  principles,  but 
experience  is  needed  before  what  is  thus  virtually  in  us  can 
attain  actuality.  Innateness  does  not  lie  in  an  explicit  know- 
ledge, but  in  potentialities  and  tendencies.  The  nnnd  is  not 
a  tabula  rasa  ;  it  resembles  rather  a  block  of  marble,  the  veins 
of  which  prefigure  the  statue,  which  will  be  carved  out  by 

experience. 

But  how  is  the  part  thus  assigned  to  experience  by  Leibnitz 
to  be  reconciled  with  that  other  theory  of  his,  according  to 
which  the  monad  has  "  no  window  to  the  outside,"  and  must 
therefore  be  the  principle  of  all  its  own  modifications  ?  The 
essence  of  the  monad  is  perception  and  appetition,  or  the 
tendency  ever  to  rise  to  a  more  distinct  perception  ;  and  since 
owing  to  the  pre-established  harmony,  the  acts  of  one  monad 
are  in  agreement  with  all  the  acts  of  all  the  other  monads, 
every  perception  represents  dimly  the  whole  universe.  If  all 
the  potentialities  of  a  monad  were  suddenly  to  be  realized,  if 
all  that  is  within  it  were  developed,  the  monad  would  be  the 
equal  of  God.  The  life  of  the  mind  is  a  continual  progress 
from  confused  to  more  distinct  perceptions.  Distinct  percep- 
tion presupposes  then  confused  perception,  Ijut  the  confused 
perception  is  the  one  which  in  a  monad  represents  the  other 
monads,  and  arises  in  the  mind  from  its  relations  with  other 
monads  ;  in  other  words,  our  confused  perception  is  experience. 
We  may  therefore  grant  with  the  empiricists  that  there  is 
nothing  in  the  intellect  which  was  not  in  the  senses  ;  nihil  est 
in  intellectu,  quod  non  prius  fuerit  in  sensu.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  although  all  our  ideas  are  in  one  sense  acquired  and 
imply  experience,  they  all  have  their  origin  in  our  own 
minds  as  well,  and  express  that  spontaneity  and  productiveness 
which  is  peculiar  to  the  mind.  We  must  therefore  make  the 
formula  of  the  sensationalists  complete  by  adding  nisi  ipse 
inteUectus.  Experience  is  thus  only  a  moment  of  our  own 
development. 

"  A  little  reflection  leads  us  to  believe  that  we  neither  act  nor  think 
except  under  the  influence  of  things  ;  but  deeper  reflection  shows  that 
even  our  perceptions  and  passions  originate  with  perfect  spontaneity  in 
our  own  minds  "  (Erd.'s  Edition,  591  h). 

Which  are  now,  according  to  Leibnitz,  the  innate  principles, 
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and  liow  do  they  harmonize  with  his  conception  of  science  ? 
Leibnitz,  like  Aristotle  and  the  Scholastics,  distinguishes 
necessary  truths  from  contingent  truths.  Necessary 
truths  which  are  found  not  only  in  mathematics,  but  also 
in  logic  and  metaphysics,  and  even  in  ethics,  are  dis- 
tinguishable by  the  sign  that  their  negation  is  self -contra- 
dictory. They  are  the  necessary,  eternal  truths,  the  contrary 
of  which  is  impossible  ;  and  all  that  is  deduced  from  them  has 
the  same  characteristic,  i^ut  as  they  only  unfold  by  the 
attribute  what  is  already  contained  in  the  subject,  without 
establishing  the  reaHty  of  the  latter,  these  truths  refer  to  the 
possible,  not  to  the  real.  Things  do  not  exist,  whatever 
Spinoza  may  say  to  the  contrary,  in  virtue  merely  of  their 
conception.  There  are  in  God  an  infinite  number  of  possibles 
which  express  every  form  of  being  that  is  exempt  from  internal 
contradictions,  but  they  do  not  attain  actuality.  Contingent 
truths,  or  truths  of  fact,  are  those  which  we  know  by  our 
senses,  or  by  our  own  consciousness.  For  example,  Descartes' 
"  Cogito  ergo  su7n."  The  necessary,  then,  is  that  of  which  the 
contrary  involves  contradiction,  as  that  2  -h  2  =4.  The  con- 
tingent is  that  the  contrary  of  which  involves  no  contra- 
diction, as,  for  instance,  that  Spinoza  died  at  the  Hague.  To 
these  two  kinds  of  truths  two  laws  correspond.  The  law  of 
Contradiction  governs  rational  knowledge,  and  applies  to  the 
possible.  The  law  of  Sufficient  Eeason  relates  to  contingent 
truths,  which  become  intelligible  to  us  the  moment  we  are  con- 
scious of  the  reasons  of  that  which  is  given  to  us  as  real  in 
experience.  It  is  in  obedience  to  the  principle  of  the  Best 
that  God,  by  a  wise  and  intelligent  choice,  in  which  the 
maximum  of  perfection  is  realized,  causes  certain  possibles  to 
pass  into  existence.  Everything  is  determined,  for  this  is  the 
necessary  condition  of  the  harmony  which  God  has  pre-estab- 
lished between  all  the  acts  of  all  the  monads;  but  there  is 
agreement  between  the  order  of  efficient  causes  and  the  order 
of  final  causes,  and  this  agreement  results  from  the  subordina- 
tion of  efficient  to  final  causes  (Erd.  144  a).  There  are  thus,  so 
to  speak,  three  worlds  :  the  world  of  possi})le  things,  which  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  contradiction  ;  the  world  of  existing 
things,  which  is  governed  by  the  principle  of  Sufficient  Reason  ; 
and  the  world  of  phenomena,  the  mechanical  world,  which  is 
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subject  to  the  law  of  efficient  causes,  and  which  in  the  last 
resort  is  only  a  symbol  of  the  law  of  final  causes. 

The  conception  of  science  formed  by  Leibnitz  is  in  harmony 
with  his  theory  of  reason.  Induction  only  applies  to  a 
greater  or  less  number  of  particular  cases,  and  it  results  in 
an  empiricism,  a  collection  of  general  rules,  rather  than  in  a 
science.  But  in  mathematics  we  have  the  model  of  true 
science,  and  philosophy  should  imitate  it  by  finding  exact 
definitions,  and  then  proceeding  regularly  by  syllogisms  (Erd. 
381,  487).  Hence  the  idea  always  present  to  Leibnitz  of  a 
philosophical  language,  a  language  truly  scientific,  a  universal 
symbolism  (caracteristiqne  universelle)  which  would  make  it 
possible  to  prove  by  a  sort  of  algebraical  calculation  the  truth 
of  every  proposition,  and  even  to  discover  new  truths.  Eor 
this  purpose  it  would  only  be  necessary  to  discover  those  con- 
cepts from  which  others  are  formed,  and  to  determine  the 
possible  combinations  of  these  concepts.  This  is  the  dream  of 
a  mathematician,  and  is  in  keeping  with  his  liking  for 
mechanical  physics.  He  rejects  the  methods  of  the  Platonists 
and  theosophists,  who  made  God,  or  spiritual  principles,  or 
à^;^a/,  intervene  directly  in  individual  phenomena  (Erd.  694  h). 
He  attacks  Newton's  theory  of  attraction  as  an  occult 
quality,  and  he  tries  to  explain  weight,  elasticity,  and  magnet- 
ism mechanically  by  a  current  of  light  or  of  ether  emanating 
from  the  sun.  But  even  in  this  mechanical  physics  he  is 
obliged  to  go  l)eyond  the  law  of  contradiction  and  pure  mathe- 
matics. It  is  only  in  the  Principle  of  Convenience,  or  of  the 
lîest,  that  he  finds  the  foundation  of  the  laws  of  nature.  The 
laws  of  continuity,  of  the  persistence  of  force,  of  indescernibles, 
are  not  absolutely  necessary  or  geometrically  demonstrable. 
They  are  the  maxims  of  a  higher  philosophy,  applications  of  the 
principles  of  Sufficient  Eeason  {Theod.  345/!).  Thus  Leibnitz 
regards  science  as  a  continuous  whole,  which,  starting  with 
common  experience  and  induction,  leads  up  to  mathematics  and 
to  a  mechanical  explanation  of  the  world  ;  and  thence,  through  its 
very  inadequacy,  to  metaphysics,  to  the  principle  of  reason,  to 
the  discovery  that  the  laws  of  motion,  and  consequently  the 
laws  of  nature,  are  subordinate  to  the  law  of  design. 

Finally,  all  these  ideas  depend  on  the  idea  of  God  :  the  idea 
of  God  is  therefore  the  most  intimately  one  with  the  mind,  the 
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idea  to  which  it  is  constantly  ])rought  back.  The  law  of 
Sufficient  lleason  is  the  supreme  principle  of  philosophy,  and 
the  one  truly  Sufficient  lleason  is  God. 

Locke  attacks  the  Doctrine  of  Innate  Ideas.  Reason  reduced  to 
Discursive  Understanding. 

In  his  Essay  on  the  Human  Understanding,  Locke  seeks,  by 
an  application  of  the  inductive  method,  to  determine  the  origin 
of  human  knowledge. 

The  Cartesian  philosophers  had  been  througliout  influenced 
by  the  mathematical  ideal  which  they  took  to  be  the  ideal  of 
every  science.      To  the  English  empiricists,  who  were  in  this 
preceded  by  Telesius  and  Campanella,  the  natural  sciences  were 
the  model,  and  the  inductive  method  was  the  condition  of  every 
science.     At  the  same  time,  theories  concerning  reason  under- 
went a  change.     Locke  begins  by  attacking  Descartes'  theory 
of  innate  ideas.      Neither  in  the  speculative  nor  in  the  prac- 
tical sphere  is  it  possible,  he  says,  to  discover  a  notion  or  a 
truth  that  can  rightly  be  called  innate.     Take  the  most  self- 
evident  propositions,  as  that  "  A  is  A  "  :  "  Do  unto  others  as 
you  would  be  done  by  "  :  they  are  so  far  from  being  innate  that 
neither  children   nor  savages,  nor  idiots,  possess  them.      The 
mind  nuist,  in  that  case,  possess  ideas  of  whicli  it  is  uncon- 
scious ;  and,  indeed,  how  could  propositions  or  truths  he  innate 
when  the  concepts  joined  by  them  are  not  innate  ?     The  ideas 
of  identity,  of  difference,  of  the  possible  and  the  impossible,  are 
extremely  abstract  ideas,  which  we  are  so  far  from  possessing 
at  birth    that   we   only   acquire    them  after  long   experience. 
Even  the  idea  of  God  is  not  innate  ;  for,  not  to  speak  of  the 
different  conceptions  that  man  has  formed  of  the  divine  Behig, 
there  are  races  who  have  no  suspicion  even  of  His  existence. 
The  partisans  of  Descartes  object  that  there  are  theoretical  and 
practical   truths  on   which  all  men  are  agreed.     But  by   the 
errors   that  were  for  centuries  universally  accepted,  by  the 
strange  customs  of  barbarous-  and  even  civilized  races,  history 
proves  that  there  are  no  such  truths.  And  even  if  this  supposed 
agreement  between  men  did  exist,  it  would  not  prove  the  in- 
nateness  of  our  ideas.     For  men  may  have  been  led  by  other 
reasons  to  agree  upon  certain  principles. 

r>ut  the  best  way  to  prove  that  there  are  no  innate  ideas 
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is  to  show  that  all  our  knowledge  is  derived  from  experience. 
The  mind  is,  at  the  beginning,  a  tabula  rasa,  and  acquires 
simple  unanalyzable  ideas,  the  elements  of  all  knowledge, 
through  the  senses  and  through  reflection  (which  reveals  to  us 
the  operations  of  our  own  mind).  All  our  other  ideas  are  com- 
pound. The  mind  is  passive  when  it  receives  simple  ideas; 
but  it  operates  on  these  simple  ideas,  and,  by  diverse  processes, 
forms  out  of  them  complex  ideas.  Thus  reason  is,  by  Locke, 
reduced  to  the  operations  of  the  discursive  understanding  :  to 
those  of  distinction,  comparison,  abstraction,  combination.  All 
our  knowledge  is,  according  to  him,  explained  by  empirical 
analysis  and  synthesis,  and  our  complex  ideas  of  modes,  sub- 
stances, and  relations  have  no  other  origin. 

"...  Not  imagining  how  these  simple  ideas  can  subsist  by  themselves, 
we  accustom  ourselves  to  suppose  some  substratum  wherein  they  do  sub- 
sist, and  from  which  they  do  result,  which  therefore  we  call  substance 
...  so  that  if  any  one  will  examine  himself  concerning  his  notion  of  pure 
substance  in  general,  he  will  find  he  has  no  other  idea  of  it  at  all,  but  only 
a  supposition  of  he  knows  not  what  support  of  such  qualities,  which  are 
capable  of  producing  simple  ideas  in  us  "  {Essay  on  the  Hivnian  Under- 
standing, Bk.  11,  Ch.  23). 

In  our  daily  experience  we  perceive  alterations  in  the  objects 
of  our  simple  ideas  ;  we  notice  that  a  thing  has  ceased  to  be, 
that  another  has  taken  its  place;  we  observe  the  perpetual 
changes  in  the  representations  of  consciousness  brought  about 
either  by  external  impressions  or  by  our  own  will,  and  every- 
thing leads  the  human  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  the  same 
changes  will  take  place  in  the  future  whenever  the  same  causes 
are  present.  In  this  way  the  idea  of  causality  and,  in  general, 
all  our  ideas  of  relations  are  formed  in  the  mind. 

Even  our  idea  of  the  infinite  can  be  explained  by  experience. 

The  idea  of  the  infinite  is  a  mode  of  quantity,  and  is  applied 

chiefly  to   things  that   have  parts  and  are  capable  of  being 

greater  or  less,  such  as  the  ideas  of  space,  of  duration,  and  of 

number. 

"...  When  we  apply  to  that  first  and  supreme  Being  our  idea  of 
infinite  in  our  weak  and  narrow  thoughts,  we  do  it  primarily  in  respect 
to  His  duration  and  ubiquity  "  {Ibid.  Ch.  17).  "How  do  we  come  by  the  idea 
of  infinity  ?  Every  one  that  has  any  idea  of  any  stated  lengths  of  space, 
as  a  foot,  finds  that  he  can  repeat  that  idea,  and  joining  it  to  the  former 
make  the  idea  of  two  feet,  and  by  the  addition  of  a  third,  three  feet,  and 
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80  on  without  ever  coming  to  the  end  of  his  addition.    The  power  of 
enlarging  his  idea  of  space  by  further  additions  remaining  still  the  same, 
he  hence  tekes  the  idea  of  infinite  space  "  (Ibid.), 
^        Even   our  idea  of  God   has  an  empirical  origin  according 
to  Locke. 

"  Though  God  has  given  us  no  innate  ideas  of  Himself,  though  He  has 
stamped  no  original  characters  on  our  minds  wherein  we  may  read  His 
being  ;  yet,  having  furnished  us  with  those  faculties  our  minds  are 
endowed  with,  He  hath  not  left  Himself  without  witness  :  since  we  have 
sense,  perception,  and  reason,  and  cannot  want  clear  proof  of  Him  as  long 
as  we  carry  ourselves  about  us  "  (Bk.  IV,  Ch.  10). 

Through  reflection  on  our  nature  and  intelligence  we  reach 
by  a  kind  of  analogy  the  idea  of  an  intelligent  Creator;  by 
extending  indefinitely  our  ideas  of  power,  duration,  under- 
standing, and  will,  we  come  to  form  an  idea  of  God.  What 
Locke  undertook  to  prove  was  that  out  of  the  simple  ideas 
given  to  us  by  sensation  and  reflection  the  activity  of  our 
understanding  builds  up  all  our  ideas,  including  those  of  the 
infinite,  of  God,  all  the  principles  of  mind,  even  those  which 
appear  to  be  the  necessary  condition  of  experience. 

David  ^ume:  The  FriTiciple  of  Knowledge  explained  by 
Association  and  Habit. 

Hume  did  away  with  the  small  amount  of  activity  which  even 
Locke  allowed  to  mind  in  cognition.  In  order  that  the  science 
of  mind  might  resemble  the  natural  sciences,  he  tried  to  find 
general  laws  that  would  be  analogous  to  the  physical  laws,  and 
according  to  which  the  data  of  knowledge  could  be  proved  to 
be  combined  by  a  kind  of  mental  necessity.  Locke  had 
reduced  the  notions  of  substance  and  essence  to  a  collection  of 
images  associated  in  the  mind  and  summarized  in  words.  David 
Hume  seized  upon  this  idea,  developed  it,  and  made  it  the 
principle  of  his  whole  philosophy.  Impressions  (the  data  of 
sense,  emotions,  volitions),  and  ideas,  i.e.  faint  images  of 
sensations  :  these  were  according  to  him  the  only  original  data 
of  knowledge.  How  then  is  knowledge  possible?  By  what 
principles  are  these  scattered  elements  bound  together  ?  Ideas, 
Hume  answers,  are  associated  in  our  minds  without  any 
intervention  on  our  part,  and  in  accordance  with  laws  of  their 
own.     These  laws  are  to  mental  phenomena  what  the  law  of 
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gravitation   is   to  physical  phenomena.     The  relations  which 
arise  between  ideas   rest  on   the   three   laws   of   association  : 
resemblance^  contiguity  in  space  and  time,  and  causality.     The 
natural  sciences  are  nothing  else  than  a  perpetual  application 
of    the   principle    of   causality.       It   is   important,   therefore, 
to  know  what  is  the  origin  of  this  law  and  what  is  its  value. 
The  law  of  causality  is  not  innate  to  the  mind,  for  nothing  is 
innate.      Nor  is  it  a  perception,  an  immediate  knowledge  of  a 
secret  power  by  which  one  thing  produces  another.     Experience 
gives  us,  indeed,  the  succession  of  two  phenomena,  but  it  doesV 
not  show  the  necessary  connection  by  which  one  is  the  effect 
of  the  other.      We  see  that  two  billiard  balls  move  successively,, 
but  we    do  not  see  how  the  motion  of  the  first  produces  the 
motion  of  the  second.     How  is  it^  then,  that  wejexpect  that 
the  same  antecgç|gnts  will  heJol^QWf^^J^y  tjie  .^|yjj|(j?^consiR^^ 
The  relation  of  causality  is,  Hume  says,  not  even  an  ultimate" 
law  of  the  association  of  ideas  ;  for  there  are  only  two  primary 
relations,  those  of  similarity  and  contiguity  in  space  and  time. 
The  relation  of  causality  can  be  reduced  to  the  two  former, 
from  which  it  is  derived.     And  it  may  be  stated  as  follows  : 
The  same  antecedent  is  always  followed  by  the  same  consequent  ^ 
— a  formula  which  embraces  contiguity  in  time  (sequence)  and 
similarity  (same  causes,  same  effects).     If  therefore  we  expect 
that  the  same  causes  will  be  followed  by  the  same  effects,  it  is 
solely  owing  to  a  custom  or  habit,  strengthened  by  repetition. 
When  similar  cases  arise  the  mind  is  forced,  by  habit  and  in 
virtue  of  the  inevitable  laws  of  association,  to  expect  the  same 
consequents  and    to    believe   that   they   will   be   produced   in 
reality.     The  principle  of  causality  is  a  subjective  habit,  an 
expectation  in  us,  which  we  have  come  to  look  upon  as  a  law 
of  things.      Thus,  for  Hume  there  could  be  neither  necessary 
truths  nor  true  principles  ;  since  he  makes  everything  reducible 
to  experience  and  habit.      It  is  therefore  by  a  merely  arbitrary 
distinction  that  he  attributes  to  mathematical  truths,  which 
refer  to  relations  of  ideas  and  not  to  facts,  an  absolute  validity, 
under  the  pretext  that  truths  of  this  kind  are  discovered  by 
simple  operations  of  thought,  and  do  not  depend  on  anything 
outside  our  minds  ;  for,  as  we  have  seen,  he  traced  all  the  opera- 
tions of  thought  to  impressions  and  ideas  that  are  associated  with       . 
one  another  according  to  relations  depending  on  experience.  [ 
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The  Doctrine  of  Kant.  Mind  legislative  over  Things.  Ana- 
lytic and  Synthetic  Judgments.  Are  there  any  a  priori  Syn- 
thetic Judgments  ? 

Kant  treated  the  problem  of  reason  from  an  entirely  new 
point  of  view.  Struck  by  the  impotency  of  metaphysics,  of 
"  this  old  and  worm-eaten  dogmatism,"  and  by  the  inadequacy 
of  "  the  physiology  of  the  human  understanding  "  as  conceived 
by  Locke  and  his  successors,  he  sets  out  to  examine  de  riovo  in 
all  its  elements,  and  without  any  prejudice,  the  great  problem 
of  reason,  no  satisfactory  solution  of  which  had  hitherto 
united  philosophers  in  a  common  doctrine.  "  It  has  hitherto 
been  assumed  that  our  cognition  must  conform  to  objects. 
...  Let  us  then  make  the  experiment  whether  we  may  not 
be  more  successful  in  metaphysics  if  we  assume  that 
objects   must    conform   to    our   cognition"   (Critique  of  Pure 

Reason,  Preface  to  2nd  edit.). 

This  is  the  leading  idea  in  Kant's  philosophy.  He  himself 
compares  the  revolution  which  he  sought  to  bring  about  in 
philosophy  to  that  brought  al)Out  in  astronomy  by  Copernicus. 

«  When  he  found  that  we  could  make  no  progress  by  assuming  that  all 
the  heavenly  bodies  revolved  round  the  spectator,  he  reversed  the  process, 
and  tried  the  experiment  of  assuming  that  the  spectator  revolved  while 
the  stars  remain  at  rest"  (Pref.  to'2nd  edit.). 

It  is  not  in  things  that  we  are  to  look  for  the  reasons  of  the 
laws  of  mind.  It  is,  on  the  contrary,  in  the  mind  that  we  must 
seek  the  reason  of  the  laws  of  things. 

The  questions  on  which  empiricism  and  rationalism  are 
divided  may  be  briefly  stated  in  the  following  terms  :  Is  an 
a  priori  knowledge,  that  is,  a  knowledge  independent  of  ex- 
perience, possible  ;  and  if  so,  how  ?  In  order  to  answer  this 
question  we  must  first  distinguish  between  two  kinds  of  judg- 
ments, namely,  analytical  and  synthetical  judgments.  Judg- 
ments that  are  analytical  or  explicative  {Hrlauterungsurtheile) 
add  nothing  to  the  subject,  which  they  only  develop  and 
resolve  into  its  divers  elements  by  means  of  analysis.  Syn- 
thetical or  augmentative  judgments  (Erweiterungsurtheile)  add 
to  the  conception  of  the  subject  a  predicate  that  was  not  con- 
tained in  it,  and  that  could  not  be  drawn  from  it  by  any 
analysis. 


"Judgments  of  experience  as  such  are  always  synthetical.  For  it 
would  be  absurd  to  think  of  grounding  an  analytical  judgment  on  experi- 
ence, because  in  forming  such  a  judgment  I  need  not  go  out  of  the  sphere 
of  my  conceptions,  and  therefore  recourse  to  the  testimony  of  experience 
is  quite  unnecessary"  (Introduction,  IV). 

The  association  of  ideas  accounts  for  synthetical,  a  posteriori 
judgments.  We  can  easily  understand  that,  having  seen  water 
first  in  a  liquid  and  then  in  a  solid  state,  we  should  say  the 
water  is  frozen.  This  is  a  synthetical  judgment,  but  a 
posteriori.  As  for  analytical  judgments,  they  are  all  a  priori,  for 
they  are  all  necessary.  But  they  in  no  way  extend  our  know- 
ledge, since  they  only  draw  the  predicate  from  the  subject, 
according  to  the  law  of  contradiction.  We  can  understand  that 
it  is  possible  to  say  a  priori  :  the  whole  is  greater  than  its  parts, 
for  he  who  says  "  whole"  says  "  greater  than  its  parts."  But  to 
say  that  every  phenomenon  has  a  cause  is,  in  the  first  place,  a 
synthetical  judgment,  for  the  predicate,  having  a  cause,  is  not 
contained  in  the  subject,  phenomenon.  In  the  second  place,  it  is 
an  a  priori  judgment,  for  experience  cannot  tell  us  that  every 
phenomenon  has  a  cause.  Here  then  we  really  have  a  priori 
knowledge.  We  have  added  to  our  knowledge  without  having 
had  recourse  to  experience.  But  how  can  we  possess  a  priori 
and  without  having  learnt  it  the  attribute  of  a  proposition  ? 
The  problem  which  we  set  before  ourselves,  *  Is  a  priori  know- 
ledge possible  '  ?  may  then  be  stated  as  follows  :  Are  synthetical 
a  priori  judgments  possible  ? 

Kant  does  in  fact  prove  the  existence  of  such  judgments, 
and  he  divides  them  into  three  kinds.  First,  mathematical 
judgments  are  all  synthetic  a  priori.  Second,  the  science  of 
nature  or  physics  {Naturwissenschaft)  has  for  its  principles 
synthetic  a  priori  judgments;  and  Kant  gives  as  examples 
the  following  propositions  :  "  The  quantity  of  matter  is  in- 
variable "  ;  "  Action  and  reaction  are  equal  to  one  another." 
Third,  and  lastly,  metaphysics,  whether  it  be  possible  or  not, 
must  contain  synthetic  a  priori  cognitions,  since  its  object  is 
not  only  to  analyze  given  concepts,  but  to  develop  and  extend 
our  knowledge  a  priori.  The  criticism  of  pure  reason  will 
have  then  to  solve  this  triple  problem  :  First,  how  are  pure 
mathematics  possible  ?  Second,  how  is  pure  natural  science 
possible  ?      Third,    and    finally,    as    metaphysics    has    a    real 
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existence,  if  not  as  a  science,  then  at  least  as  a  natural  dis- 
position of  the  mind,  one  may  ask:  how  is  metaphysics 
possible  as  a  natural  disposition  of  the  human  mmd  ?  (Introd. 
to  the  Critique  of  Pure  Eeasm). 

Synthetic  a  priori  cognition  cannot  relate  to  the  object 
which  we  only  know  through  experience  ;  it  can  only  relate  to 
the  subjective  forms  or  the  conditions  of  thought.  "  We  only 
co<niize  a  prion  in  things  that  which  we  ourselves  place  in 
them"  {CrUiqw  of  Pure  Eeasm,  Pref.  to  2nd  edit.).  Instead 
of  assuming  that  all  our  knowledge  conforms  to  objects,  Kant, 
as  we  have  seen,  starts  with  the  assumption  that  it  is,  on  the 
contrary,  objects  that  must  conform  to  our  knowledge  ;  and 
this,  according  to  him,  is  the  only  hypothesis  on  which  the 
existence  of  a  priori  knowledge  is  comprehensible.  "If  the 
intuition  must  conform  to  the  nature  of  the  objects,  I  do  not 
see  how  we  can  know  anything  of  them  a  priori  "  {Ibtd.). 

But  on  Kant's  hypothesis,  "  experience  itself  is  a  mode  ot 
cognition  which  requires  the  aid  ot  the  understanding.  Before 
objects  are  given  to  me,  that  is  a  priori,  I  must  presuppose  in 
myself  laws  of  the  understanding  which  are  expressed  in 
conceptions  a  priori.  To  these  conceptions  then  all  the  objects 
of  experience  must  necessarily  conform"  (Ibid.).  These  a  prion 
laws,  these  forms  of  thought,  presuppose  a  content  which  can 
only  be  given  by  experience. 

"  For  how  is  it  possible  that  the  faculty  of  cognition  should  be  awakened 
into  exercise  otherwise  than  by  means  ot  objects  which  affect  our  senses, 
and  partly  of  themselves  produce  representations,  partly  rouse  our  powers 
of  understanding  into  activity,  to  compare,  to  connect  or  to  separate  these, 
and  so  to  convert  the  raw  material  of  our  sensuous  impressions  into  a 
knowledge  of  objects  which  is  called  experience"  (Critique  of  Pure  Remon, 
Introd.). 

Cmse(iuences  of  this  Hypothesis.  The  Distinction  between 
Matter  and  Form  in  Knowledge. 

From  this  follow  several  important  results,  the  first  being 
that: 

«  In  respect  of  time  no  knowledge  of  ours  is  antecedent  to  experience, 

but  begins  with  it"  (Introd.).  _ 

Secondly,  "  It  is  not  possible,  through  our  a  priori  faculty  of  cognition, 
to  get  beyond  the  limits  of  possible  experience,  since  it  is  precisely  the 
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part  which  we  bring  a  priori  into  our  knowledge  of  nature  that  serves 
to  make  this  knowledge  possible,  and  outside  this  use  it  can  have  no 
signification." 

Thirdly,  "  It  is  quite  possible  that  our  empirical  knowledge  is  a  com- 
pound of  that  which  we  receive  through  impressions,  and  that  which  the 
faculty  of  cognition  supplies  from  itself  (sensuous  expressions  giving 
merely  the  occasion)"  (Ibid.). 

In  other  words,  in  knowledge  we  have  to  distinguish  between 
the  matter  which  is  given  by  sense,  and  the  form  which  is  , 
supplied  by  the  mind.  Experience  is  the  fusion  of  matter  and 
form.  It  is  in  this  view  that  the  great  originality  of  Kant's 
doctrine  lies,  that  which  distinguishes  him  from  the  mere 
idealists,  and  gives  a  practical  value  to  his  theory.  His  object 
was  to  prove  the  possibility  of  a  science  of  the  world  as  it 
appears  to  us. 

"The  thesis  of  all  true  idealists,  from  the  Eleatics  down  to  Bishop 
Berkeley,  is  contained  in  the  following  statement  :  All  knowledge 
acquired  through  the  senses  and  experience  is  a  mere  illusion,  and  the 
truth  exists  only  in  the  ideas  furnished  by  pure  understanding  and 
reason.  The  principle  that  governs  and  determines  the  whole  of  my 
idealism  is,  on  the  contrary,  that  any  knowledge  of  things  that  proceeds 
from  pure  understanding  or  reason  is  a  mere  illusion,  and  that  truth  is 
found  in  experience  alone." 

We  now  know  what  we  are  to  understand  by  this.  The 
forms  of  thought  have  no  significance  without  phenomena. 
Their  value  lies  in  the  fact  that  they  are  the  conditions  of 
knowledge.  In  order  to  grasp  Kant's  conception  we  must  dis- 
tinguish it  from  the  doctrines  held  by  other  philosophers.  In 
what,  then,  do  his  a  priori  forms  differ  from  the  innate  ideas  of 
Descartes  and  Leibnitz?  In  this,  that  for  Descartes,  as  well 
as  for  Malebranche,  and  even  Leibnitz,  the  understanding  is 
intuitive.  Its  ideas  reach  the  real  being  (whether  of  mind  or 
of  God)  immediately.  But  in  Kant  the  understanding  is  formal. 
It  has  no  object  of  its  own,  but  merely  provides  the  laws  which 
connect  phenomena  and  brings  unity  into  the  multiplicity  of 
experience. 

"  All  our  knowledge  begins  with  sense,  proceeds  thence  to 
understanding,  and  ends  in  reason."  Firstly,  sense  gives  the 
object,  the  phenomenon.  Secondly,  our  understanding  gives 
us  the  principles  by  which  we  are  able  to  connect  these  pheno- 
mena with  one  another,  and  to  make  out  of  them  a  systematic 
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whole.  Thirdly,  the  ideas  of  pure  reason  merely  express  the 
desire  for  unity  felt  by  the  human  mind,  which  would  pursue 
the  chain  of  phenomena  beyond  all  possible  experience,  and 
consequently  set  itself  insoluble  problems.  Hence  there  are 
three  divisLs  in  the  Critnue  :  Ist.  The  Transcendental 
Aesthetic,  in  which  the  a  pri.yri  principles  of  sensuous  percep- 
tion are  considered.  2nd.  The  Transcendental  Analytic  which 
determines  the  categories  of  the  understanding,  the  necessary 
conditions  of  experience.  3rd.  The  Transcendental  Dialectic 
which  proves  the  impossibility  of  a  scientific  metaphysic  or  ot 
an  a  priori  knowledge  transcending  experience. 

The  Trameendental  Aesthetic  :  Spate  and  Time.-The  a  priori 
Forms  of  Sense. 

All  thought  must  directly  or  indirectly,  by  means  of 
certain  signs,  relate  ultimately  to  intuitions,  and  consequently 
with  us,  to  sensibility,  because  in  no  other  way  can  an  object 
be  given  to  us  {Gritiq,ue  of  Pure  Beason,  Introduction).     But 
our  perceptions  contain  more  than  what  is  given  by  our  senses. 
We  have  to  abstract  from  sensation  the  forms  under  which  we 
experience  them,  and  which  are  provided  by  the  mind.     These 
a  priori  forms  of  sense  are  space  and  time.     Sensations  such 
as    those  of    resistance,  smell  or  taste  do  not  constitute  an 
external  world,  for  the  characteristic  of  an  external  world  is 
that  it  has  extension.     Kant's  theory  is,  that  it  is  the  mmd 
that  furnishes  spaee,  and  thus  becomes  capable  of  perception. 
In  the  same  way  I  can  only  perceive  the  phenomena  which  are 
within  myself  under  the  form  of  time.    Time  is  the  immediate 
condition   of  internal   phenomena  and  the  mediate  condition 
of  external  phenomena,  since  these  only  exist  for  us  in  as 
much  as  we  are  conscious  of  them. 

If  we  take  away  the  subject,  or  even  only  the  subjective  consti- 
tution of  our  senses  in  general,  then  not  only  the  nature  and  relations  o 
objects  in  space  and  time,  but  even  space  and  time  themselves  disappear 
(Transcendental  ^sthetic^  II,  59). 

The  immediate  result  of  this  profound  and  novel  theory  is, 

that  we  know  only  phenomena,  and  not  things  in  themselves 

And  the  theory  has  considerable  advantages.     It  would,  if 

-universally    accepted,    in    the  first  place,   do  away  with  the 

insoluble  problems  arising  from  any  theory  m  which  an  abso- 
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lute  reality,  either  as  substance  or  as  quality,  is  attributed  to 
space  and  time.  In  the  second  place,  the  a  priori  determina- 
tion of  space  by  the  mind  explains  the  universality  and 
necessity  of  the  mathematical  propositions.  Thus  the  existence 
of  mathematics  becomes  a  proof  of  Kant's  theory,  which  alone, 
according  to  him,  makes  them  possible. 

Transcendental  Analytic  :  Phenomena  in  order  to  be  thought 
must  he  subjected  to  the  Conditions  on  which  Experience  is 
possible. 

But  if  perception  is  to  become  experience  it  is  not  enough 
that  phenomena  should  co-exist  in  space  and  succeed  each  other 
in  time.    It  is  not  enough  that  objects  are  given  to  us,  they  must 
also  be  thought.     Space  and  time  being  indeterminate  or  un- 
limited, phenomena  would  float  about  in  them  like  scattered 
dust.     Phenomena    must    have  a   fixed   order,  they  must  be 
linked  to  one  another  by  invariable  relations.     The  principle 
of  this  connection  cannot  be  in  the  things  themselves,  for  we 
only  know  them  through  experience  ;  and  although  experience 
gives  us  existing  relations  it  tells  us  nothing  of  the  necessary 
relations,  of  the  universal  inviolable  laws,  in  virtue  of  which 
knowledge    is    possible.       It    follows    that    it    must   be    our 
understanding  itself,  with  its  conceptions  and  principles,  that 
is  the  author  of  experience,  and  that  we  ourselves  through  the 
unity  of  our  consciousness   give  the  necessary  connection  to 
phenomena.     All  thought,  every  exercise  of  the  understanding, 
involves   the    representation   to    ourselves  of  this  connection. 
The  primitive  unity  of  self -consciousness  expressed  in  the  "  / 
think  "  is  the  first  principle  of  the  exercise  of  the  understand- 
ing.    All  the  forms  of  thought  are  only  forms  that  reduce  the 
nuiltitude  of  sensible  perceptions  into  the  unity  which  makes 
•consciousness  possible  ;  in  other  words,  thought  presupposes  self- 
consciousness.     The  conditions  that  make  consciousness  possible 
are  therefore  the  laws  that  govern  the  world,  since  the  world 
only  exists  for  us  as  it  becomes  an  object  of  our  thought. 

This  universal  form  of  consciousness  is  subdivided  into  a 
certain  number  of  particular  forms  representing  the  divers 
logical  judgments,  and  corresponding  to  the  same  number  of 
categories  of  the  understanding.  The  function  of  the  categories 
is  to  give  to  the  matter  of  knowledge  (sensible  perceptions) 
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the  form  that  is  necessary  in  order  that  they  may  be  know- 
ledge. "  Thus  the  same  understanding,  by  the  same  operations, 
whereby  in  conceptions,  by  means  of  analytical  unity,  it  pro- 
duced the  logical  form  of  judgment,  introduces  by  means  of 
the  synthetical  unity  of  the  manifold  in  intuition,  a  transcen- 
dental context  into  its  representations,  on  which  account  they 
are  called  pure  conceptions  of  the  understanding"  {Transcen- 
dental Logic,  III).  In  order  to  obtain  the  categories  of  the 
understanding,  we  have  only  to  take  the  table  of  the  logical 
forms  of  judgment.  Kant  recognizes  twelve  forms  of  judgment. 
There  are  therefore  twelve  categories,  that  is  to  say  twelve 
fundamental  notions,  twelve  a  priori  conceptions.  These 
categories  applied  to  phenomena  become  the  principles  of  pure 
understanding. 

Row   Phenomena   are  Irought    under    the    Categories   of  the 
Understanding»      Transcendental  Schematism, 

But  how  can   sense  and  understanding  work  in  concert? 
How  can  the  manifold  of  sense  be  reduced  to  the  unity  of  the 
concept  ?    The  two  terms  seem  to  be  utterly  opposed.    "For  it 
is  impossible  to  say,  for  example,  that  causality  can  be  intuited 
through    the   senses   and  is  contained  in    the  phenomenon" 
{Transcendental  Analyt  Bk.  II,  Ch.  I).     There  must  therefore 
be  a  third  term  which  shall  act  as  medium,  "  which,  on  the 
one  side,  is  homogeneous  with   the   category,   and   with   the 
phenomenon  on  the  other,  and  so  makes  the  application  of  the 
former  to  the  latter  possible  "  {Ibid).     This  middle  term  is 
time.     It  is  a  product  of  the  imagination,  and  Kant  calls  it  a 
transcendental  schema.     Time  as  an  a  priori  form   is   of  the 
same  nature  as  the  categories,  as  a  form  of  sense  it  is  of  the 
same  nature  as  the  phenomenon.     It  is  therefore  through  a 
transcendental  determination  of  time  that  the  application  of 
the  categories  to  phenomena  is  possible.      The  understanding 
furnishes    the    categories,   but  the   manifold  (that   is   to   say 
phenomena),  is  given  to  us  in  time.     If  the  categories  are  to 
be    applied    to    phenomena^  there    must    first    be    a    general 
application  of  these   categories    to    time.     To  each  category 
there  corresponds   a  certain  modification  of  the  intuition  of 
time.     This   is   what  Kant  calls  a  schema.     But  the  schema 
must  be  distinguished  from  the  image.     The  schema  of  a  dog 


is  not  a  confused  image  of  a  dog,  but  a  product  of  the 
imagination,  of  a  kind  of  instinctive  art  by  which  the  mind 
traces  the  characteristic  lines  of  every  dog.  The  general  idea 
of  body  is  not  an  image  of  body,  but  a  rule  for  its  construction, 
for  tracing  the  outlines  of  body  with  a  regard  for  its  pro- 
portions. In  the  same  way,  in  the  transcendental  schematism 
imagination  traces,  as  it  were,  in  time  certain  figures  or  forms 
which  shall  apply  universally  to  all  the  phenomena  considered 
under  a  category,  and  thus  determines  the  relations  by  which 
the  passage  from  sense  to  understanding  is  possible.  To  take 
an  example:  In  order  to  conceive  any  magnitude  we  must 
add  part  to  part,  and  the  process  of  adding  part  to  part,  and 
so  producing  number,  is  the  schema  of  quantity.  The  schema 
is  here  a  general  rule  by  which  I  construct  in  time  a  certain 
magnitude.  The  schema  of  reality  is  existence  in  time,  the  schema 
of  substance  the  permanence  of  the  real  in  time  ;  the  schema  of 
causality  is  the  regular  succession  of  phenomena  in  time. 

Application  of  the  Categories  to  Phenomena.      The  Principles 
of  Pure  Understanding. 

Owing  to  the  schematism,  that  first  and  most  general 
application  of  the  categories  to  the  intuition  of  time,  these  are 
capable  of  being  further  applied  to  phenomena,  which  them- 
selves belong  to  time,  since  they  are  necessarily  perceived  in 
time.  Hence  come  the  principles  of  pure  understanding,  the  a 
priori  conditions  of  all  experience  through  which  it  is  possible 
to  combine  our  perceptions  into  a  whole,  by  means  of  concepts, 
and  thus  to  reduce  their  variety  to  the  essential  unity  of 
consciousness.  There  are  four  kinds  of  principles  correspond- 
ing to  the  four  classes  of  categories  :  quantity,  quality,  relation, 
and  modality.  1st.  Quantity.  "All  objects  of  sense  are  ex- 
tensive magnitudes."  2nd.  Quality.  "In  every  phenomenon 
the  real,  which  is  an  object  of  sense,  has  intensive  quantity, 
that  is  degree."  3rd.  The  categories  of  relation  are  of 
the  greatest  importance.  Applied  to  objects  of  a  possible 
experience  they  result  in  this  general  principle  :  Experience 
is  possible  only  through  the  conception  of  a  necessary  con- 
nection between  perceptions.  On  this  general  principle  the 
three  following  depend  :  (a)  "  The  substance  remains  the  same 
amid  all  the  changes  of  phenomena  and  neither  diminishes 
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nor  increases  in  quantity."  (h)  "  All  changes  obey  the  law  of 
the  connection  of  cause  and  effect."  (c)  "  All  substances,  in  so 
far  as  they  are  perceived  as  co-existent  in  space,  act  re- 
ciprocally." 4th.  In  the  category  of  modality/  we  have  the 
three  following  principles  :  {a)  "  What  agrees  with  the  formal 
conditions  of  experience  (the  forms  of  sense  and  the  categories 
of  the  understanding)  is  possible."  (h)  "What  agrees  with 
the  material  conditions  of  experience  (sensation)  is  actual!' 
(c)  "  What  is  connected  with  the  real  through  the  universal 
conditions  of  experience  is  necessary!' 

We  are  now  able  to  understand  Kant's  point  of  view  and 
to  perceive  the  part  he  assigned  to  the  mind  in  knowledge. 
The  matter  alone  is  given  to  us;  we  ourselves  provide  the 
form.  It  is  not  our  mind  that  is  subject  to  the  laws  of 
things,  but  things  that  obey  the  laws  of  our  mind.  The 
world  only  exists  for  us  in  so  far  as  we  think  it.  The 
conditions  of  thought  must  therefore  be  the  necessary  laws 
of  the  world,  the  violation  of  which  would  cause  both  our 
thought  and  the  world  which  is  its  object  to  disappear. 
Sensations  are  given  to  us  ;  they  are  the  matter  of  our  per- 
ceptions. But  to  them  we  add  the  a  priori  forms  of  sense, 
space,  and  time.  It  is  through  the  operation  of  our  under- 
standing and  imagination  that  phenomena  appear  to  us  as 
subject  to  universal  laws,  as  linked  together  by  causality,  by  a 
determinism,  which  blends  them,  as  it  were,  into  a  single 
phenomenon,  and  that  at  the  same  time  our  own  mental  states 
are  concentrated  in  the  unity  of  a  permanent  ego. 

Transcendental  Dialectic  :  Reason,  We  only  know  Pheno- 
mena.     The  Sold,  the    World,  God, 

Space  and  time  are  only  forms  of  sense.  The  categories 
of  the  understanding  are  only  forms  of  thought,  and  these 
forms  are  only  the  laws  of  things  in  so  far  as  they  are 
objects  of  knowledge  to  us.  It  is  our  mind  that  imposes  on 
things  these  forms  which  are  the  conditions  of  experience  and 
which  have  no  significance  without  experience.     For,  he  says, 

"  They  (these  principles  of  the  pure  understanding)  would  not  even  be 
possible  a  priori,  if  we  could  not  rely  on  the  assistance  of  pure  intuition 
in  mathematics,  or  on  that  of  the  conditions  of  a  possible  experience  " 
{Trmiscendental  Dialectic,  II,  A). 


As  the  sole  function  of  the  understanding  is  to  make  ex* 
perience  possible,  it  were  absurd  to  expect  to  transcend 
experience  by  means  of  the  forms  of  the  understanding. 
Since  we  only  see  things  under  these  forms  it  is  evident  that 
we  only  know  phenomena  and  not  Twumena,  or,  m  other  words, 
we  only  know  things  as  they  appear  to  us  and  not  as  they  are 
in  themselves.  Over  against  the  idea  of  the  sensible  w^orld, 
we  have  thus  the  idea  of  a  world  of  noumena,  of  things  in 
themselves  :  a  purely  negative  idea,  but  one  that  has  at  least 
the  advantage  of  i. bating  the  pretensions  of  sense.  The  latter 
would  pass  off  its  world  of  phenomena  as  being  the  world  of 
things  in  themselves  ;  but  criticism,  on  the  contrary,  leaves  a 
place  for  a  reasonable  belief.  Metaphysics,  as  the  science  of 
noumena,  has  already  been  condemned  in  the  investigation  of 
the  understanding. 

The  object  of  the  Transcendental  Dialectic  is  to  show  that 
the  mind,  is  by  its  nature,  at  once  both  forced  to  pursue  the 
absolute  and  incapable  of  attaining  it.  The  logical  function  of 
Reason  (  Vernunft)  is  ratiocination.  But  an  act  of  reasoning  i& 
not  in  itself  sufficient,  for  it  starts  from  a  general  principle 
which  should  itself  be  derived  from  another  principle,  until  at 
last  a  principle  is  reached  which  would  contain  the  totality  of 
the  conditions  of  all  that  is  thinkable.  Thus  the  idea  of  the 
unconditioned,  of  the  absolute,  is  in  a  sense  implied  in  every 
act  of  reasoning,  and  is  the  special  datum  of  reason.  The  under- 
standing connects  phenomena  together  ;  its  categories  have  an 
objective  validity,  apply  to  things  given,  are  controlled  by 
experience.  But  reason  would  follow  up  the  chain  of 
phenomena  beyond  all  possible  experience;  reason  aspires 
after  complete  and  absolute  unity,  after  a  perfect  under- 
standing ;  reason  furnishes  ideas  to  which  no  sensible  per- 
ception can  correspond.  The  ideas  of  reason  are  only 
demands,  a  priori  needs  of  the  mind.  Their  sole  function 
is  to  lead  on  the  understanding,  and  to  sustain  it  in  the  effort 
ever  to  rise  to  a  more  complete  synthesis  of  phenomena.  The 
moment  it  attempts  to  do  more  than  this,  reason  is  bound  to 
fall  into  error  :  into  a  kind  of  error,  moreover,  that  results  from 
its  very  nature,  and  "  which  it  is  as  impossible  to  avoid  as  to 
prevent  the  moon  from  seeming  bigger  at  the  horizon  than  at 
its  zenith."     Reason,  then,  is  the  faculty  of  the  absolute  ;  the 
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absolute  merely  represents  a  need,  a  demand  of  the  mind. 
And  "  Transcendental  illusion  "  consists  in  that  we  convert  this 
subjective  need  into  an  objective  reality. 

The  object  of  the  Transcendental  Dialectic  is,  as  far  as 
possible,  to  expose  this  illusion.  Since  the  absolute  is  the 
condition  of  reasoning,  there  are,  according  to  Kant,  as  many 
kinds  of  absolute  as  there  are  kinds  of  reasoning.  Now,  there 
are  three  forms  of  logical  reasoning  :  the  categorical,  the 
hypothetical,  and  the  disjunctive  :  and  consequently  the  Absolute 
has  three  forms.  Categorical  reasoning  presupposes  a  subject 
that  is  not  itself  an  attribute:  this  is  the  ego,  the  soul. 
Hypothetical  reasoning  implies  a  supposition  that  presupposes 
nothing  further,  and  consequently  embraces  the  whole  of  the 
conditions  of  phenomena;  this  is  the  universe.  Disjunctive 
reasoning,  which  embraces  totality,  implies  the  ultimate  con- 
dition of  totality,  namely,  the  supreme  Being,  the  Being  of 
beings,  God.  These  three  absolutes  give  rise  to  three  forms  of 
the  dialectic  reasoning,  named  by  Kant  respectively:  The 
Paralogisms  of  Pure  Reason  ;  The  Antinomies  of  Pure  Reason  ; 
The  Ideal  of  Pure  Reason.  To  these  three  absolutes  correspond 
Rational  Psychology,  Rational  Cosmology,  and  Rational  Theology. 

Rational  Psychology  rests  on  mere  paralogisms.  The  mind 
has  no  immediate  perception  of  itself,  it  perceives  itself  in 
time,  and  is  to  itself  a  phenomenon.  The  substance,  soul,  is  like 
the  substance,  body,  merely  the  product  of  the  forms  of  the 
understanding  which  reduce  the  manifold  phenomena  to 
the  unity  of  thought.  What  right  have  we,  then,  to  pass 
from  the  subject  as  it  appears  to  an  ego  in  itself  ;  or  from  the 
unity  and  identity  of  thought,  which  are  purely  formal,to  infer 
the  existence  of  a  substance,  single,  simple  and  self-identical  ? 

If  Rational  Psychology  results  in  paralogisms.  Rational 
Cosmology  only  leads  to  contradictory  propositions,  insoluble 
antinomies.  In  order  to  reach  the  absolute,  or  the  totality  of 
the  conditions  of  phenomena,  we  have  to  assume  either  a 
highest  term  on  which  all  things  depend  and  which  itself 
depends  on  nothing,  or  a  series  in  which  each  term  is  in 
itself  relative,  but  which,  taken  as  a  whole,  is  necessary.  In 
the  first  case  we  assume  the  commencement  of  the  world  in 
space  and  time — of  simple  elements,  of  a  first  cause,  of  a  neces- 
sary being.     In  the  second  case,  the  world  has  no  limits  either 
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in  space  or  time  ;  there  are  no  simple  elements,  the  series  of 
secondary  causes  goes  back  ad  infinitum  ;  and  only  contingent 
interdependent  beings  exist.  And  Kant  declares  that  reason 
cannot  escape  from  these  antinomies.  For  example,  if  we 
admit  that  the  world  has  no  commencement  in  time,  we  must 
suppose  that  up  to  every  given  time  an  eternity,  an  infinite 
series  of  successive  periods,  has  elapsed  ;  but  this  is  self-con- 
tradictory, because  the  infinity  of  a  series  consists  in  the  fact 
that  it  can  never  be  completed  by  a  successive  synthesis.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  we  admit  that  the  world  had  a  beginning  in  time, 
then  an  empty  time  must  have  preceded  this  beginning  of 
things  ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  an  empty  time  to  account  for 
the  appearance  of  things. 

Rational  Theology  attempts  to  prove  that  the  Ideal  of  pure 
reason,  the  perfect  reality,  the  principle  of  all  reality,  actually 
exists.  Now  all  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  are,  Kant 
says,  nothing  but  different  forms  of  the  ontological  proof,  and, 
in  this  proof,  existence  is,  without  any  grounds,  inferred  from 
the  idea  ;  an  Ideal  of  reason,  a  subjective  need,  is  transformed 
into  a  real  being,  into  a  substantial  and  personal  God.  We 
are  unable  to  reflect  on  the  possibility  of  anything  without 
ascending  to  the  notion  of  a  primary  being,  whom  we  call  the 
supreme  Being,  the  Being  of  beings  ;  but  this  does  not  prove 
that  we  must  necessarily  admit  the  existence  of  such  a  being. 
We  remain  in  this  respect  in  a  state  of  complete  ignorance.^ 

Conclusions  arrived  at  in  the  Critique  of  Pure  Reason.  Possi- 
bility of  Mathematics  and  Pure  Physics  :  Impossibility  of 
Scientific  Metaphysics. 

To  sum  up  :  in  his  criticism  of  pure  reason  Kant  en- 
deavoured to  establish  at  once  the  possibility  of  mathematics 
and  pure  physics  and  the  impossibility  of  a  science  of  meta- 
physics. The  most  remarkable  thing  in  his  philosophy  is, 
that  w^hereas  the  majority  of  rationalists  make  light  of  ex- 
perience and  regard  it  only  as  a  confused  knowledge,  Kant,  on 
the  contrary,  adopting  the  point  of  view  of  science,  sought  to 
prove  the  validity  of  our  knowledge  of  phenomena  and  of  their 
laws,  i.e.  the  reality  of  the  world  as  it  appears  to  us. 

^  This  part  of  the  Critique  wiU  be  further  dealt  with  in  the  History  of  the 
Religious  Problem. 
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Principle  of  the  Particular  Laws  of  Nature  :   The  Critique  of 
Judgment, 

But  if  the  most  general  laws  of  Nature  have  their  root  in 
our  understanding  (which,  in  thinking  nature,  imposes  them  on 
her),  the  particular  laws,  since  they  cannot  be  deduced  a  priori 
from  the  forms  of  thought  (from  the  universal  determination), 
are  all  empirical  and  contingent.     It  follows  that  induction  is 
not  a  scientific  method  ;  it  is  founded  on  no  principle,  and  there 
is  no  warrant  for  its  validity.     The  laws  of  this  determination 
might   be  observed,  and   there    yet  might   be    no    order,    no 
harmony  in  the  universe.     They  leave  room  for  an  infinity  of 
empirical  laws,   and   even   for   disorder.     But  induction  pre- 
supposes the  recurrence  of  the  same  phenomena,  the  fixity  of 
genera  and  of  their  relations.     Kant  saw  this  difficulty,  and 
endeavoured   to   solve  it  in  his   Critique  of  Judgment  (1790). 
The  human   mind  is  forced  by  its  very  nature  to  regard  the 
empirical  laws  as  having  been  established  by  a  mind  similar  to 
itself,  and  it  aims  at  making  a  system  of  experience  possible. 
Design  can  be  proved  neither  l)y  experience  nor  a  priori.     In 
virtue   of  the  laws  of  the  understanding  all  design  implies 
mechanism  ;   but  there  is  only  one  way  of  understanding  why 
the    determination   of    causes  gives   rise   to   one  combination 
rather  than  to  another,  and  this  way  is  to  assume  that  the  idea 
of  the  combination   itself  has  determined  the  movements  in 
which  it  is  realized.     We  do  not  know  if  there  is  really  design 
in  nature,  but  where  a  mechanical  explanation  is  impossible, 
we  are  authorized  and  forced  to  assume  design,  order  in  nature, 
the  fixity  of  genera,  and  consequently  laws  expressing  their 
relations.     The    notion    of    design    as    the    condition    of    the 
empirical  laws,  and  consequently  of  induction,  is  then,  only  a 
regulative  principle,  a  subjective  need,  the  objectivity  of  which 
remains  unproved.     In  allowing  only  a  hypothetical  value  to 
the  principle  of  final  causes,  the  basis  of  the  inductive  sciences, 
Kant  seems  to  go  back  to  the  Cartesian  ideal  of  a  mechanical 
and  mathematical  philosophy. 

Kant  mbstitutes  Moral  Faith  /o7'  Scientific  Metaphysics, 
Critique  of  Practical  Reason, 

The  result  of  Kant's  philosophy  would  seem  to  be  the 
imprisonment  of   the  mind  in  our  present  life  ;  for  is  not  the 


supersensible  world  according  to  him  necessarily  beyond  our 
knowledge  ?  But  what  is  prohibited  to  Pure  reason  is  not 
prohibited  to  Practical  reason.  The  moral  law  and  duty,  these 
are  the  special  data  of  practical  reason.  The  characteristic  of 
this  law  is  that  it  does  not,  like  a  law  of  nature,  realize 
itself,  but  that  it  has  to  be  realized  by  us,  that  it  is  a  cate- 
gorical imperaiive.  This  law  is  an  a  priori  law,  and  therefore 
purely  formal,  since  no  real  object  can  be  given  us  outside  ex- 
perience. Practical  reason  commands  us  to  bring  our  actions 
under  the  form  of  Duty.  But  if  the  moral  law  is  universally 
binding  it  must  be  that  all  are  able  to  realize  it  ;  "  thou  canst, 
because  thou  oughtest,"  says  Schiller  after  Kant.  The  conse- 
quence of  obligation  is  possibility  :  the  first  postulate  of  morality 
is  therefore  freedom.  We  should  work  towards  the  realization 
of  the  sovereign  good,  which  would  be  the  harmony  between 
morality  and  felicity.  Therefore  we  must  believe  that  this 
harmony  is  possible,  for  here  again  obligation  implies  possi- 
bility. Now  the  sovereign  good  which  contains  both  holiness  and 
happiness  is  not  of  this  world  ;  and  hence  the  second  postu- 
late of  morality  is  the  immortality  of  the  soul.  But  in 
Nature  there  is  nothing  to  convince  us  of  the  ultimate 
triumph  of  the  good,  and  yet  we  find  ourselves  forced  to  believe 
in  this  triumph,  and  consequently,  in  what  is  for  us  its 
necessary  condition,  namely,  the  existence  of  God,  which  is  the 
third  postulate  of  morality.  Thus,  for  metaphysical  science, 
Kant  substitutes  a  moral  faith  resting  upon  the  certainty  of 
duty  ;  and  for  a  dogmatism  that  is  always  insecure  and  open  to 
attack,  beliefs  which,  being  bound  up  with  human  morality,  can 
never  be  shaken  by  speculative  doubt. 

FichtCy  Schelling,  Hegel. — Metaphysical  Theories  of  Reason. 

Of  all  the  solutions  of  the  problems  of  Reason  which  had 
hitherto  l)een  proposed,  that  of  Kant  was  perhaps  the  first  in 
which  all  the  elements  of  the  problem  were  included,  and 
an  effort  made  to  bring  them  to  unity.  But  the 
evolution  of  philosophic  thought  was  not  to  be  arrested. 
Kant's  method  was  the  source  of  new  speculation  ;  and  his 
criticism  gave  birth  to  a  dogmatism  more  bold  than  any  that 
had  ever  yet  been  formulated.     For,  said  his  successors,  why 

assume    the   existence  of  a   thing  in   itself  when   we    know 
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nothing    of    it?      Fichte    accordingly    abolished    it.      There 
remained  on  his  theory  only  the  absolute  ego  as  source  both 
of    the    content    and    the    form    of    knowledge.      The  object 
of  philosophy  was,  he  said,  to  start  with  a  single  principle, 
and    from    it    to    deduce    all    things.      Philosophy    discovers 
the  necessary  acts  of  mind,  in  which  it  finds  the  basis  of  all  the 
particular  sciences,  and  establishes  their  possibility  and   their 
principles.     The  terms  of  a  deduction  are  necessary  only  when 
they  are  derived  from  the  ultimate  and  necessary  principle, 
and   this   principle   is   the   absolute  activity  of  the  ego.     In 
positing  itself,  and  in  order  to  posit  itself,  the  ego  sets  up  against 
itself  the  non-ego.    The  categories  are  only  the  necessary  forms 
of   this   creative    activity.     The    special    function   of    reason, 
properly  so  called,  is,  by  the  abstraction  of  all  objects,  to  attain 
consciousness  of  the  absolute  ego  as  the  sole  and  only  reality, 
the  principle  of  principles. 

Schelling  takes  as  his  starting  point  the  Absolute,  which  is 
immediately    reached    by    intellectual    intuition    {intellecUielle 
Anschauung),dM  intuition  above  consciousness  and  understanding, 
and  in  which  the  distinction  between  subject  and  object,  the 
antithesis  between   knowledge  and  existence  disappear.     The 
absolute  is  absolute  indifference,  the  identity  of  the  subjective 
and  the  objective.     It  is  the  principle  of  the  conscious  and  the 
unconscious,  of  Nature  and  of  mind.     Everything  is  contained 
in  Keason,  which  is  identical  with  the  Absolute  itself,  and  out- 
side which  there  is  nothing.     From  this  Absolute  all  things 
must  be  deduced.     "  To  philosophize  on  nature  is  to  create 
nature."      The  function  of  reason  is  not  only  to  provide  science 
with  principles  ;  its  work  is  science  itself,  absolute  science. 
^  Hegel,  like  Schelling,  claims  to  deduce  from  the  Absolute 
absolute    science;    and  instead  of  proceeding  at  random   he 
sought    to    establish    both    the   necessity   of    this  speculative 
method  and  its  fixed  laws,  its  dialectic  processes.     Logic  and 
metaphysics,  as  well  as  the  real  and  the  intelligible,  are  made 
identical.     This  is  called  Panlogism.     All  that  is  required  is 
to  give  oneself  up  to  the  dialectical  movement  of  thought,  in 
order,  by  means  of  theses,  antitheses,  and  syntheses,  to  con- 
struct the  whole  of  reality. 

With  these  three  great  German  idealists,  Eeason,  which  by 
Kant  had  been  reduced  to  the  modest  rôle  of  a  regulative 
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principle,  resumed  its  supremacy  ;  and  at  a  time  when  positive 
science  was  discouraging  all  attempts  at  a  knowledge  of  the 
Absolute,  a  last  endeavour  was  made  to  construct  the  universe, 
and  to  formulate  a  theory  which  should  be  final. 

Sœttish  School  :  Reason  reduced  to  Common  Sense. 

While  Kant  had  opened  out  a  new  road  in  philosophy  as  a 
means  of  escape  from  Hume's  scepticism,  the  Scottish  School, 
on  the  other  hand— Reid  (1710-1796),  Beattie  (1735-1803), 
Dugald  Stewart  (1753-1828) — contented  themselves  with  bring- 
ing forward  in  opposition  to  Hume's  conclusions  the  deliver- 
ances of  connnon  sense.  They  developed  a  theory  that  had 
already  been  propounded  in  France  by  P.  Bufher  in  his  Traité 
des  premières  vérités  (1724).  They  accepted  without  discussion 
all  such  principles  as  are  generally  accepted  by  all  men,  and 
are  so  necessary  in  the  conduct  of  life,  that  without  belief  in 
them  a  man  must  be  led  into  a  thousand  absurdities  in 
practice  (Reid  on  The  Intellectual  Powers,  Essay  VI,  Ch.  IV). 
These  principles,  which  were  neither  classified  nor  made  to 
depend  on  any  higher  principle,  comprised  matters  of  fact, 
gratuitous  assumptions  {e.g.  everything  which  is  affirmed  by 
conscience  really  exists  :  the  thoughts  of  which  I  am  conscious 
are  the  thoughts  of  a  substance  which  I  call  my  mind,  my 
thought,  my  ego  :  we  have  some  power  over  our  actions,  etc.), 
the  principles  necessary  to  the  mathematical  or  positive 
sciences,  the  laws  of  aesthetic  taste,  the  first  principles  of 
ethics  and  of  metaphysics  (substance,  cause,  design).  This 
common-sense  solution  of  the  problem  of  reason  which 
scandalized  Kant  so  much  is  not  a  solution  at  all,  but  an 
abandonment  of  the  problem. 

Nevertheless,  amid  the  sensualistic  and  sceptical  views 
which  at  that  time  prevailed  in  France  and  England,  it  was 
something  to  have  re-asserted,  even  if  only  under  the  some- 
what vague  designation  of  common  sense,  the  claims  of  a 
higher  faculty. 

Victor  Cousin  :     Reason  is  Spontaneous  and  Impersonal, 

In  France  the  leader  of  the  Eclectic  School,  Victor  Cousin, 
having  first  borrowed  from  Kant  the  principles  of  his  polemic 
against  the  empirical  school,  then  endeavoured  to  return  to  an 
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ontological  doctrine  of  reason.     He  dwelt  especially  on  two 
distinctive   characteristics   of    reason— its   spontaneity   and  its 
impersonality.     By  establishing  and  proving  the  spontaneity 
of  reason,  Cousin  hoped  to  escape  from  Kant's  subjectivity, 
even  whUe  he  admitted   with   the  latter  the  existence  of  a 
priori  principles,  which  he  calls  absolute  truths.     He  regarded 
Kant's  subjectivism  as  the  result  of  contemplating  the  laws 
of    mind    at    the    reilective    instead   of    at  the    spontaneous 
stage.     The   impossibility   of   denying,   or,   as    it   is   now   ex- 
pressed,    the     inconceivability    of     the     opposite    was    the 
criterion  of  truth  adopted  by  Kant.     This  criterion  is,  how- 
ever  merely  relative  and  subjective,  and  if  we  confine  our- 
selves to  it,  these  a  priori  principles  are  mere  forms  of  the 
understaiuUng,  laws   of  mind.     But    this   mark    of   necessity 
only  appears  in  a  later  stage  of  the  mind's  development,  that 
is    the  reflective  stage.      It  is   through  reflection    that    the 
subjective  element  is  introduced  into  any  knowledge.      Before 
reflection  is  possible,  there  must  be  an  anterior  act  of  mmd,  a 
spontaneous  act  which  cannot  be  questioned,     Victor  Cousm 
calls  this  the  Pure  Apperception  of  truth.     It  is  only  when 
this  first  apperception  comes  to  be  doubted  and  contested  that 
the  intellect  brings  itself  to  the  proof  of  the  truth.     It  is  then, 
and  not  till  then,  that  the  subjective  powers  of  understanding 
or  the  categories  appear.     Before  this,  the  truth  presents  itselt 
to  us  not  as  necessary  but  simply  as  true.     "  All  subjectivity 
disappears  in  the  spontaneous  apperception  of  pure  reason. 
Spontaneous  reason  is,  in  short,  nothing  but  an  inspiration 

Reason  is  not  only  spontaneous,  it  is  also  impersonal.      It 
reason  were  an  individual  faculty  it  would  be  free  like  our 
will  or  variable  and  relative  like  our  senses.     But  I  do  not  say 
my  truths.      Reason  is  the   truth   manifesting   itself   in  each 
man.      In  order  to  grasp  the  meaning  of  this  doctrme,  which 
reminds    us    of    that    of    Averroës    concerning    the    unity  of 
intellect,    we    must    remember    that   it    was    put    forward    in 
opposition    to    Lammenais,    who    was    againSt    all    freedom 
of  investigation   or  of   thought,  maintaining   that   it   implied 
an  appeal  to  the   individual  as   supreme.     But  if  mdividua 
reason  is  supreme,  then  the  individual  is  the  only  judge  ot 
things,  and  there  would  no  longer  be  any  criterion  of  truth  ; 
the  spiritual  unity  of  society  would  be  broken  up  and  anarchy 
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would  reign  in  the  world  of  thought  as  of  politics.  Hence 
the  necessity  of  an  external  authority  for  the  making  of  laws. 
In  order  to  avoid  this  conclusion.  Cousin  had  to  prove  that  an 
appeal  to  reason  is  not  an  appeal  to  the  mere  individual,  that  there 
is  something  common  to  all  individuals,  namely,  reason,  whose 
authority  is  the  supreme  judge,  and  which  is  the  bond  of 
union  between  the  minds  of  men.  But  Cousin  did  not 
confine  himself  to  this  general  theory.  He  also  attempted  a 
reduction  of  the  primary  notions  to  two,  namely.  Substance  and 
Cause,  which,  according  to  him,  are  represented  by  the  absolute 
and  the  relative,  the  one  and  the  many,  the  real  and  the 
phenomenal,  the  finite  and  the  infinite.  To  these  two  funda- 
mental ideas  he  added  in  1828  a  third,  namely,  the  relation 
between  the  Infinite  and  the  finite,  though  on  his  doctrine,  the 
idea  of  the  Infinite  and  Absolute,  that  is,  of  God,  or  of  Being 
in  itself,  is  the  foundation  even  of  reason  and  of  thought. 

"  Leibnitz  had  said  that  there  is  being  in  every  proposition.  Now  a  pro- 
position is  only  the  expression  of  a  thought,  and  there  is  being  in  every  pro- 
position, because  there  is  being  in  every  thought.  But  the  idea  of  being  in 
its  lower  degree  implies  a  more  or  less  real  but  clear  idea  of  Being  in 
itself,  namely,  God.  To  think  is  to  know  that  one  thinks,  to  trust  one's 
thought,  to  believe  in  the  principle  of  thought,  to  believe  in  the  existence 
of  this  principle  ...  so  that  all  thought  implies  a  spontaneous  belief  in 
God,  and  there  is  no  such  thing  as  natural  atheism." 

Hamilton,  in  Opposition  to  the  Successors  of  Kant  and  to  Victor 
Cousin,  adheres  to  the  Theory  of  the  Relativity  of  KTWwledge. 

Whilst  Schelling  and  Hegel  in  Germany,  and  Victor  Cousin  ^ 
in  France  were  making  the  whole  theory  of  kjiowledge 
dependent.on  the  principle  of  the  absolute,  the  last  represen- 
tative  of  the  Scottish  School  of  Philosophy,  Sir  W.  Hamilton, 
interpreting  Reid's  doctrine  in  a  Kantian  sense,  was  bringing 
forward  many  forcible  arguments  to  prove  the  relativity  of 
knowledge.  "  Our  whole  knowledge  of  mind  and  of  matter  is 
relative,  conditioned,  relatively- conditioned.  Of  things  abso- 
lutely or  in  themselves,  be  they  external,  be  they  internal,  we 
know  nothing,  or  know  them  only  as  incognizable  ;  and  we  be- 
come aware  of  their  incomprehensible  existence  only  as  this  is 
indirectly  and  accidentally  revealed  to  us  through  certain 
finalities  related   to  our  faculties  of  knowledge  "  (Discussions,    I 
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r^p  644)  In  his  arguments  against  Cousin  and  Schelling,  who 
maintained  that  we  have  knowledge  of  the  infinite  and  absohite, 
Hamilton  endeavoured  to  prove  that  these  ideas  are  irreconcilable 
with  the  laws  of  consciousness,  and  the  conditions  of  thought. 
He  makes  a  distinction  between  the  absolute  and  the  infinite, 
regarding  them  as  two  species  of  one  genus,  i.e.,  the  uncondi- 
tioned He  defines  the  infuiite  as  the  unconditionally  unlimited, 
and  the  absolute  as  the  unconditionally  limited,  a  com- 
plete whole;  and  he  declares  these  two  terms,  which  were 
identified  by  Cousin,  to  be  contradictory.  He  even  denies  the 
possibility  of  these  ideas,  first,  because  they  are  purely  negative  ; 
secondly,  because  they  are  contrary  to  the  fundamental  law  ot 
mind,  which  is  that  "  to  think  is  to  condition." 

«The  unconditionally  unlimited  or  the  InfinUe,  the  unconditionally 
limited  or  the  Absolute,  cannot  positively  be  construed  to  the  mind  ;  they 
can  be  conceived  only  by  a  thinking  away  from,  or  abstraction  of  those 
very  conditions  under  which  thought  is  realized  ;  consequently,  the  notion 
of  the  Unconditioned  is  only  negative-negative  of  the  inconceivable 
itself  (p.  13).  .  .  .  He  [Kant]  ought  to  have  shown  that  the  Unconditioned 
had  no  objective  application,  because  in  fact  it  had  no  subjective 
amrmation  .  .  .  because  it  contained  nothing  even  conceivable  ;  and  that 
it  is  self-contradictory,  because  it  is  not  a  notion,  either  simple  or  positive, 
but  only  a  fasciculus  of  negations"  {Discussions). 

This  is  Hamilton's  first  argument.  The  ideas  of  the 
absolute  and  the  infinite  are  only  a  negation  of  the  finite,  of 
the  relative.  His  second  argument,  which  is  closely  connected 
with  the  first,  runs  as  follows  : 

"To  think  is  to  condition For  as  the  greyhound  cannot  outstrip  his 

shadow  .  .  .  nor  .  .  .  the  eagle  outsoar  the  atmosphere  in  which  he  floats 
and  by  which  alone  he  is  supported  ;  so  the  mind  cannot  transcend  that 
sphere  of  limitations  within  and  through  which  exclusively  the  po«s^hihty 
of  thought  is  realized.  .  .  .  How,  indeed,  it  could  ever  be  doubted  that 
thought  is  only  of  the  conditioned  may  well  be  deemed  a  matter  of  the 
profoundest  admiration.  Thought  cannot  transcend  consciousness,  con- 
sciousness is  only  possible  under  the  antithesis  of  a  subject  and  object  of 

bought,  known  only  in  correlation  and  mutually  limiting  each  other 

Ibid.  p.  14). 

In  short,  the  second  argument  amounts  to  this  :  Every  act 
of  thought  or  of  consciousness  consists  in  establishing  dis- 
tinction^  and  relations,  therefore  the  infinite,  which  admits  of 


no  distinction,  and  the  absolute  which  ex  hypothesi  excludes 
all  relations,  are  inconceivable  terms.  Hamilton's  third  argu- 
ment refers  to  the  theory  of  Cousin,  which  represents  the 
absolute  as  cause.  The  idea  of  cause  implies  a  relation,  there- 
fore the  absolute  when  conceived  as  a  cause  becomes  relative. 

"  What  exists  merely  as  a  cause,  exists  merely  for  the  sake  of  something 
else,— is  not  final  in  itself,  but  simply  a  mean  towards  an  end.  .  .  . 
Abstractly  considered,  the  effect  is  therefore  superior  to  the  cause" 
(Ibid.  p.  35). 

Hamilton  connects  the  principle  of  causality  with  his  theory 
of  the  impossibility  of  conceiving  the  absolute.  He  explains  our 
l)elief  in  causality  as  derived  "  not  from  a  power,  but  from  an 
impotence  of  mind,"  that  is  to  say,  he  explains  it  by  the  law  of 
the  conditioned,  by  our  incapacity  to  conceive  an  absolute 
beginning. 

Hamilton,  however,  gives  back  in  his  theory  of  belief,  all 
that  he  seemed  to  have  irrevocably  taken  away  by  his  theory 
of  knowledge. 

"  The  sphere  of  our  belief  is  much  more  extensive  than  the  sphere  of  our 
knowledge,  and  therefore  when  I  deny  that  the  infinite  oan  be  by  us 
known,  I  am  far  from  denying  that  by  us  it  is,  must,  and  ought  to  be 
believed  "  (Lectures,  Vol.  II,  p.  530). 

He  recognizes  that  the  governing  principles  of  the  mind 
themselves  rest  on  belief. 

"  But  reason  itself  must  rest  at  last  upon  authority  ;  for  the  original 
data  of  reason  do  not  rest  on  reason,  but  are  necessarily  accepted  by  reason 
on  the  authority  of  what  is  beyond  itself.  These  data  are  therefore  in 
rigid  propriety  beliefs  or  trusts.  Thus  it  is  that  in  the  last  resort  we 
must  perforce  philosophically  admit  that  belief  is  the  primary  condition  of 
reason,  and  not  reason  the  ultimate  ground  of  belief.  We  are  compelled  to 
surrender  the  proud  intellige  ut  credas  of  Abelard,  to  content  ourselves 
with  the  humble  Crede  ut  intelligas  of  Anselm  "  {Dissertations  on  Reid  f 
p.  760).  AJ 

Maine  de  Biran.  Belation  between  Consciousness  and 
Reason. 

The  doctrine  of  Thomas  Eeid  was  accepted  by  a  certain 
number  of  French  psychologists,  but  the  teaching  of  Maine  de 
Biran  suggested  a  more  scientific  and  fruitful  method.  Maine 
de  Biran  followed  Kant  in  the  distinction  between  the  matter 
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and  the  form  of  knowledge,  but  with  the  former  the  form  of 
knowledge  was  not  a  collection  of  empty  categories  anterior  to 
aS  expedience.     The  categories  were  only  divers  pomts  of  view 
of  reflection,  or  of  internal  experience.     Thus,  for  instance,  the 
consciousness  of  our  activity  gives  us  the  notion  of  cause,  which 
becomes  the  principle  of  causality.     "  The  whole   mystery  of  a 
"Zi  rations  is  dispelled  by  the  light  of  internal  experience 
by  which  we  learn  that  our  idea  of  cause  has  ^ts  prnnitive  and 
only  type  in  the  consciousness  of  the  ego  identified  with  that 
of  efforl»     Here  he  adopts  the  theory  of  Leibnitz   inasmuch 
as  he  says  that  the  mind  is  innate  to  itself  and  contains  as  the 
kws  of  fts  own  activity  the  principles  which  render  all  things 
intelligible.     But  Maine  de   Biran  does  not  tell  us  by  what 
richt  the  laws  of  our  empirical  consciousness  are  thus  transformed 
iiTto  universal  laws.     Kavaisson  makes  consciousness  a  meta- 
physical faculty.     He  identifies  reason  with  reflective  conscious- 
ness,  the  principles  of  knowledge  with  those  of  being,  and  these 
acco^ding'to  him,  we  apprehend  immediately  withm  ourselves 
in     an     experience    which    is    unique.       To    connect     the 
categories  with  the  activity  of  the  mind,  and  the  mind  itseU 
through    its   necessary   laws  with  the  absolute  ;  to  recon  d 
Leibnitz  with  Kant,  by  showing  that  the  principles  of  all    he 
sciences  were  to  be  found  in  this  theory  :   this  was  the  ta  k 
.attempted  by  the  French  spiritualists-a  formidable  task  which 
was  not  pursued   by   them   with   a   sufhciently  resolute  and 
systematic    spirit.     We    can    here    only    mention    t^ie  recent 
original  theories  of  Messieurs  Vacherot  (antithesis  between    he 
infinite  which  is  realized  in  the  universe  and   the  Perfect,  the 
existence   of  which  is  purely  ideal),  Lachelier,  .f  en™,  ete^ 
M.   Taine  represents   in  France  doctrines  similar  to  those  ot 
Stuart  Mill. 

Enqli^h  Empirical  School:  Stimrt  Mill  Psychologiml 
Explanation  of  our  Belief  in  Universal  and  Necessary  Laws.- 
Basis  of  Induction.-'Axioms  and  Definitions. 
r  Meanwhile,  in  England,  the  philosophical  ^l^f^^^^^^^ 
had  begun  with  Hume  had  not  been  interrupted  (T.  Brown 
James  Mill).  Out  of  this  tradition,  combined  with  the 
influence  of  Comte's  positivism,  according  to  which  the  whole 
history  of  the  human  mind  goes  to  prove  that  we  can  onlyk 
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Vlcnow  facts  and  their  relations,  the  English  contemporary  school 
of  thought  arose.  Kant's  Critique  called  for  a  reply  on 
the  part  of  the  Empiricists,  and  awakened  them  to  the 
necessity  of  perfecting  their  system.  According  to  Kant,  the 
distinctive  characteristic  of  the  primary  truths  is,  that  they  are 
universal  and  necessary.  Experience,  indeed,  tells  us  what  is, 
but  not  what  must  be  ;  it  shows  what  exists  at  a  given  time,  but 
not  what  must  be  alw^ays  and  everywhere.  Stuart  Mill  does  not 
deny  this  fact.  Men  believe  themselves  to  possess  universal 
and  necessary  principles,  but  he  traces  this  belief  to  a  sub- 
jective illusion,  of  which  he  gives  a  psychological  explanation. 
Two  ideas  that  have  ahvays  presented  themselves  together,  or 
in  succession,  tend  to  suggest  each  other.  This  is  the  law  of 
the  Association  of  Ideas.  Two  ideas  that  have  always  occurred 
together,  and  that  have  never  occurred  the  one  without  the 
other,  become  so  strongly  associated  that  their  union  becomes 
indissoluble,  and  by  the  very  nature  of  the  human  mind 
they  appear  incapable  of  existing  apart. 

As  regards  the  possession  by  all  men  of  the  primary 
truths,  it  is  sufficiently  explained  by  the  fact  that  there 
are  experiences  which  all  men  have,  and  which  they  cannot 
but  have.  Thus,  as  Hume  had  already  discovered,  these 
primary  truths  qre  oi^ly  hfl.bit,,^  of  t,hf_jr>rnrl  which  time 
and  repetition  have  rendered  irresistible!^  iFl^^ar-fectLhat 
anything  which  is  violently  opposed  to  our  habits  of  mind 
appears  to  us  to  be  inconceivable,  and  that  what  seems  to  us 
to  be  inconceivable  we  also  think  of  as  impossible.  But  the 
inseparable  associations  created  by  experience  may  also  be 
destroyed  by  experience.  In  the  history  of  science  we  find 
that  many  of  the  theories  which  are  now  universally  accepted 
were  once  declared  to  be  absurd,  such  as  the  existence  of  the 
antipodes,  the  law  of  the  permanence  of  force,  etc.  The 
criterion  of  certitude  is  the  inconceivability  of  tlie  opposite,  a 
principle  which  is  itself  founded  on  habits  of  mind,  on  associa- 
tions of  ideas  created  by  experience. 

;We  have  now  to  discover  the  origin  of  the  principles  of 
liUman  knowledge.  The  basis  of  Induction  is  our  expectation 
^^^kt  under  the  same  circumstances  the  same  phenomena  will 
anse,  and  this  is  our  belief  in  the  uniformity  of  nature.  That 
pe  same  antecedents  will  always  be  followed  by  the  same 
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consequents  is  the  principle  upon  which  the  positive  sciences 
are  based.  But  this  principle,  according  to  Mill,  is  itself 
only  the  result  of  an  inseparable  association.  We  observe 
crradually  from  time  to  time  that  under  the  same  conditions 
the  same  facts  arise.  All  our  experiences  go  to  confirm  this 
law  of  the  regular  sequence  of  events.  Every  law  discovered 
by  science  bears  witness  to  it,  repeats  it  in  a  different  form  ;  in 
short,  this  law  impresses  itself  on  our  minds  as  the  universal 
result  of  experience. 

But  if  the  principles  of  positive  science  can  be  traced  to 
experience  and  association,  can  the  same  be  said  of  the  science 
of  mathematics  and  its  axioms  ?  Did  not  even  Hume  place  this 
science  on  a  different  footing,  and  admit  that  its  principles 
are  self-evident  ?  But  Mill,  who  is  more  consistent  and  more 
daring,  maintains  that  even  mathematics  is  an  experimental 
science.  He  tries  to  show  how  from  real  forms  we  abstract 
clearly  defined  mathematical  figures,  and  that  the  mathematical 
axioms  are  the  result  of  an  indissoluble  association  of  ideas, 
which  has  its  origin  in  experience.  If  we  affirm  that  two  inter- 
secting straight  lines  cannot  enclose  a  space,  "  it  is  because  we 
cannot  look  at  any  two  straight  lines  which  intersect  one 
another  without  seeing  that  from  that  point  they  continue  to 
diverge  more  and  more."  As  to  the  law  of  identity,  it  is 
merely  a  generalization  from  experience  founded  on  the  fact 
that  "belief  and  disbelief  are  two  different  mental  states 
excludnig  one  another  "  {Log.  II,  7). 

Herbert  Spencer  completes  the  Theory  of  the  Association  of 
Ideas  hy  his  Theory  of  Evolution  and  Heredity,  and  the  Psycho- 
logical by  the  Physiological  View, 

Mill,  from  the  point  of  view  of  psychology  and  logic, 
traced  the  principles  of  thought  to  individual  experience, 
by  the  progressive  association  of  ideas  in  a  given  mind. 
Herbert  Spencer,  as  a  biologist  and  evolutionist,  sub- 
stitutes the  experience  of  the  race  for  the  experience  of  the 
individual,  hereditary  habits  for  inseparable  associations- 
Intelligence  is  a  vital  function,  and,  like  life  itself,  a  continue  >us 
adjustment  of  mind  to  its  environment,  a  harmony  or  correspoif^J- 
ence  ever  advancing  towards  perfection,  between  thought  ^^d 
nature.    The  activity  of  thought  is  not  distinct  from  the  activlt} 
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of  the  cerebral  organs.  Two  associated  ideas  represent  the  con- 
nection between  cerebral  cells.  These  connections  correspond  to 
impressions  and  their  relations  within  us  ;  to  phenomena,  and 
their  relations  outside  us.  Heredity  is  a  law  of  life.  Aa 
<''enerations  succeed  one  another  the  human  brain  is  modified, 
transformed  in  its  organization,  and  expresses  ever  more 
clearly  certain  principles  corresponding  to  the  universal  law  of 
things.  Leibnitz  was  right  when  he  declared,  in  opposition  to 
Locke,  that  there  is  something  innate  in  the  mind.  To  rest 
with  the  unqualified  assertion  tliat,  antecedent  to  experience, 
the  mind  is  a  blank,  is  to  ignore  the  questions — whence  come 
the  powers  of  organizing  experience  ?  Whence  arise  the 
different  degrees  of  that  power  possessed  by  different  racea 
and  by  different  individuals  of  the  same  race  ?  {Psych. 
IV,  7). 

These  instincts  originate,  like  others,  in  association  and  habit,, 
but  that  which  is  habit  with  the  father  is  nature  with  the  child. 
The  principles  of  reason  require  not  only  a  psychological  but 
also  a  biological  explanation,  namely,  that  of  hereditary  trans- 
mission. 

"The  universal  law  that,  other  things  being  equal,  the  cohesion  of 
psychical  states  is  proportionate  to  the  frequency  with  which  they  have 
followed  one  another  in  experience,  supplies  an  explanation  of  the  so- 
called  '  foiins  of  thought,'  as  soon  as  it  is  supplemented  by  the  law  that 
habitual  psychical  successions  entail  some  hereditary  tendency  to  such 
successions,  which  under  persistent  conditions  will  become  cumulative  in 
generation  after  generation  "  (Ibid.). 

Stuart  Mill  on  the  Idea  of  the  Absolute  and  the  Infinite. 

It  is  curious  that  Stuart  Mill  and  Herbert  Spencer,  the 
two  great  expositors  of  later  empiricism  in  England,  should 
•have  maintained,  in  opposition  to  Hamilton,  that  the  absolute 
is  not  inconceivable.  Mill  shows  that  Hamilton's  arguments, 
fall  through,  if  instead  of  saying  the  infinite  or  the  absolute, 
we  say  "  something  infinite,  something  absolute."  "  When  we 
are  told  of  an  absolute  in  the  abstract  or  of  an  absolute  Beings 
even  though  it  be  called  God,  we  are  bound  to  ask,  absolute  in 
what  ?  "  The  absolute  Being  should  possess  in  his  plentitude 
all  the  attributes  ;  he  should  be  absolutely  good  and  absolutely 
bad.      Such    a    conception    is    "  worse    than    a    fasciculus    of 
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negations,  it  is  a  fasciculus  of  contradictions."  In  the  same  way 
the  abstract  infinite  would  have  to  be  infinite  in  greatness  and 
infinite  in  littleness.  It  is  evident  that  we  cannot  think  this 
mass  of  contradictions.  But  it  is  not  contradictory  to  think 
an  absolute  Power  and  an  absolute  Intelligence. 

"Hamilton  has  not  shown  that  we  cannot  know  a  concrete  reality  as 
infinite  or  as  absolute.  Infinite  space,  for  instance  :  Is  there  nothing 
positive  in  that  ?  The  negative  part  of  this  conception  is  the  absence  of 
bounds.  The  positive  are  the  idea  of  space  and  of  space  greater  than  any 
finite  space.  ...  The  conception  of  the  infinite,  as  that  which  is  greater 
than  any  given  quantity,  is  a  conception  we  all  possess  sufficient  for  all 
human  purposes,  and  as  genuine  and  positive  a  conception  as  anyone  need 
wish  to  have.  ...  If  I  talk  of  an  Absolute  Being,  I  use  words  without 
meaning,  but  if  I  talk  of  a  being  who  is  absolute  in  wisdom  and  goodness, 
that  is,  who  knows  everything,  and  at  all  times  intends  what  is  best  for 
every  sentient  creature,  I  understand  perfectly  what  I  mean.  .  .  .  The 
leading  argument  of  Hamilton  .  .  .  holds  good  only  of  an  abstract  uncon- 
ditioned which  cannot  possibly  exist,  and  not  of  a  concrete  Being  supposed 
infinite  and  absolute  in  certain  definite  attributes  "  (Mill's  B.ram.  of  Sir  W. 
JIamiltmi's  Philoso'phy^  Ch.  IV). 

As  regards  Hamilton's  statement  that  the  Absohite  cannot 
be  a  cause,  that  is  to  say  enter  into  a  relation,  Mill  remarks 
that  the  only  relation  that  must  be  excluded  from  the  notions 
of  the  Absolute  is  the  relation  of  dependence.  Hamilton  was 
right  in  saying  that  to  think  is  to  condition.  We  cannot  escape 
from  the  relativity  of  knowledge,  but  we  can  conceive  the 
infinite  and  the  absolute  under  the  form  of  relativity.  We  have  a 
positive  conception  of  absolute  knowledge  in  the  same  sense 
that  we  have  a  conception  of  absolutely  pure  water. 

"To  think  a  thing  is  thus  to  think  it  as  conditioned  by  attributes  which 
are  themselves  conceivable  ;  but  it  is  not  necessarily  to  think  it  as  con- 
ditioned by  a  limited  quantum  of  such  attributes  ;  on  the  contrary,  we 
can  think  it  under  a  degree  of  these  attributes  which  is  higher  than  any 
limited  degree,  and  this  is  to  think  it  as  infinite  "  {Ihid.). 

Herbert  Spencer  :  We  cannot  comprehend  the  Absolute,  never- 
theless the  Absolute  is  a  Positive  Notion. 

Herbert  Spencer  also  adopts  the  theory  of  the  relativity  of 
knowledge,  using  the  same  arguments  as  Hamilton  and 
Mansel.  To  think  the  Absolute  is  to  place  oneself  in  opposition 
and  to  it,  and  consequently  to  limit  it.    To  be  known,  the  absolute 


would  have  to  be  given  in  consciousness,  hence  to  enter  into 
relation  with  consciousness,  and  hence  to  cease  to  be  absolute. 
Moreover,  Spencer  adds,  every  act  of  knowledge  implies  rela- 
tions of  difference  and  resemblance.  Again,  intelligence  is  a 
vital  function,  and,  like  every  function,  is  co-ordinate  with  it& 
environment,  and  involves  a  perpetual  adjustment  of  internal 
relations  to  external  relations,  and  is  therefore  essentially 
relative.  It  would  seem  that  we  are  now  for  ever  imprisoned 
in  the  relative. 

At  the  same  time  Spencer  agrees  with  Descartes  and 
Fenelon  in  declaring  that  the  absolute  and  the  infinite  are  the 
most  positive  of  our  notions.  His  theory  is  that  we  cannot 
comprehend  the  absolute,  but  that  nevertheless  the  absolute  is 
a  positive  notion. 

"  Besides  that  definite  consciousness  of  which  logic  formulates  the  laws, 
there  is  also  an  indefinite  consciousness  which  cannot  be  formulated  '" 
{First  Principles^  I,  Ch.  IV). 

All  the  arguments  employed  to  pro^'e  the  relativity  of  know- 
ledge  presuppose  something  beyond  the  relative. 

"  To  say  that  we  cannot  know  the  Absolute,  is  by  implication  to  affirni 
that  there  is  an  Absolute.  The  noumenon,  everywhere  named  as  the 
antithesis  of  the  phenomenon,  is  throughout  necessarily  thought  of  as  an 
actuality.  It  is  rigorously  impossible  to  conceive  that  our  knowledge  is  a 
knowledge  of  appearances  only,  without  at  the  same  time  conceiving  a 
reality  of  which  they  are  the  appearances  "  (Ibid.). 

The  absolute  is  not  a  mere  negation  of  the  relative.  "  Take 
for  example  the  limited  and  the  unlimited.  ...  In  the 
antithetical  notion  of  the  Unlimited,  the  consciousness  of 
Ihnits  is  abolished,  but  not  the  consciousness  of  some  kind  of 
being."  This  argument  is  similar  to  that  of  Fenelon,  namely,, 
that  the  infinite  is  the  negation  of  a  negation,  and  consequently 
an  affirmation. 

"  It  is  forgotten  that  there  is  something,  which  alike  forms  the  raw 
material  of  definite  thought,  and  remains  after  the  definiteness  which 
thinking  gave  to  it  has  been  destroyed.  And  this  indefinite  something 
constitutes  our  consciousness  of  the  non-relative  or  absolute.  Impossible 
though  it  is  to  give  to  this  consciousness  any  quantitative  and  qualitative 
expression  whatever,  it  is  none  the  less  certain  that  it  remains  with  us  aa 
a  positive  and  indestructible  element  of  thought"  {Ibid.  pp.  90,  91). 
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Our  conception  of  the  relative  disappears  if  we  assume  our 
conception  of  the  absolute  to  be  a  mere  negation.  "  How  can 
there  possibly  be  constituted  a  consciousness  of  the  unformed 
and  the  unlimited,  when  by  its  very  nature  consciousness  is 
possible  only  under  forms  and  limits."  In  everything  we 
think  there  is  something  which  persists  under  all  modes  ;  this 
permanent  element  we  are  unable  to  grasp  or  determine  or 
isolate  ;  we  cannot  think  that  by  means  of  which  we  think. 
But  if  we  abolish  it  we  abolish  thought.  Tlie  absolute  is, 
therefore,  the  substance  of  thought. 

"  This  consciousness  is  not  the  abstract  of  any  one  group  of  thoughts, 
ideas,  or  conceptions  ;  but  it  is  the  abstract  of  all  thoughts,  ideas,  or 
conceptions.  That  which  is  common  to  them  all  and  cannot  be  got  rid  of, 
is  what  we  predicate  by  the  word  existence.  Dissociated  as  this  becomes 
from  each  of  its  modes  by  the  perpetual  change  of  those  modes,  it  remains 
AS  an  indefinite  consciousness  of  something  constant  under  all  modes.  .  .  . 
By  its  very  nature,  therefore,  this  ultimate  mental  element  is  at  once 
necessarily  indefinite  and  necessarily  indestructible.  .  .  .  An  ever-present 
«ense  of  real  existence  is  the  very  basis  of  our  intelligence.  ...  At  the 
same  time  that  by  the  laws  of  thought,  we  are  rigorously  prevented  from 
forming  a  conception  of  absolute  existence,  we  are  by  the  laws  of  thought 
equally  prevented  from  ridding  ourselves  of  the  consciousness  of  absolute 
existence  :  this  consciousness  being,  as  we  here  see,  the  obverse  of  our  self- 
<;onaciousnesB"  (Ibid.). 


Conclusion. 


We  have  now  followed  the  history  of  the  problem  of  reason 
in  its  gradual  development,  from  the  vague  declamations  of  the 
earlier  philosophers  against  sensuous  knowledge  to  the  Cartesian 
theories,  the  criticism  of  Kant,  and  the  empiricism  of  Mill  and 
Herbert  Spencer.  The  problem  of  reason  is  at  any  rate  now 
clearly  defined.  On  what  principles  are  the  mathematical 
sciences  based,  and  what  is  the  origin  of  these  principles  ?  Do 
they  not,  by  their  universality  and  necessity,  lead  our  minds  up 
to  the  primary  notions  of  the  infinite  and  the  absolute,  being 
at  the  same  time  a  warrant  of  the  validity  of  our  knowledge  of 
the  phenomenal  world  ?  These  are  the  elements,  or  data  of 
the  problem.  According  to  the  empiricists,  these  principles  of 
knowledge  are  habits  of  mind,  corresponding  to  the  most 
universal  relations  between  phenomena.  Our  primary  notions 
they  explain  by  generalization  and  abstraction,  or  by  a  kind  of 
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addition  to  and  extension  of  experience.  Herbert  Spencer, 
however,  makes  the  notion  of  the  absolute  arise  out  of  the 
nature  of  the  mind  itself.  The  Kantians  uphold  the  uni- 
versality and  the  necessity  of  the  principles  of  knowledge,  but 
for  them,  these  principles  are  forms  of  thought  which  have 
significance  only  when  applied  to  phenomena,  and  so  cannot  put 
us  in  possession  of  the  absolute.  Finally,  the  Eationalists 
would  endeavour  to  establish  a  relation  between  the  necessary 
principles  of  thought  and  the  necessary  principles  of  things,  and 
thus  give  as  much  certainty  to  our  knowledge  of  phenomena  as 
to  mathematical  deductions,  and  the  higher  ethical  or  meta- 
physical truths.  This  is  how  the  problem  stands  to-day.  In 
his  theory  of  heredity,  Herbert  Spencer  has  pursued  the 
arguments  of  empiricism  to  their  utmost  limits,  but  by  his 
defence  of  the  notion  of  the  absolute,  which  was  abandoned  by 
Kant  and  Hamilton,  he  has  restored  a  part,  and  that  the 
larger  part,  of  the  disputed  ground. 
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CHAPTER  Y. 


ON  MEMORY. 


Plato  :  the  àvd/uLvtja-iç  and  the  /uLvm*]- 

The  problem  which  the  earlier  philosophers  set  before  them- 
sjelves  was  too  vast  to  allow  them  to  give  much  attention  to 
the  details  of  psychological  phenomena.  Democritus  may  have 
anticipated  the  Epicurean  materialistic  theory  of  memory,  but 
it  is  not  till  Plato  that  we  find  texts  directly  bearing  upon 
the  subject,  and  his  theory  is  clothed  in  such  obscure  meta- 
physical language  that  its  meaning  is  not  easily  discovered. 
It  is,  however,  clear  that  there  were  for  him  two  kinds  of 
memory,  one  of  which  may  be  called  transcendental  memory, 
and  the  other  empirical  memory.  The  first  is  ratimal 
reminiscence.  Awakened  by  contact  with  the  intelligible 
elements  in  this  world,  the  mind  sees  once  more  the  world  of 
the  Ideas,  which  it  had  known  in  a  former  life,  and  which  since 
then  had  slumbered  within  it.  If  we  discover  once  more  the 
Ideas  in  our  soul,  it  is  because  they  have  never  ceased  to  exist 
there,  because  they  have  always  been  in  us  in  a  latent  state 
unillumined  by  the  light  of  consciousness.  There  is  then  an 
entirely  spiritual  memory,  to  which  the  body  cannot  serve  as 
instrument.    But  what  then  is  the  nature  of  empirical  memory? 

"  '  And  memory  may,  I  think,  be  rightly  described  as  the  preservation  of 
consciousness,'  *  Right.'  '  But  do  we  not  distinguish  memory  from  recollec- 
tion '— '  I  think  so.'  '  And  do  we  not  mean  by  recollection  the  power  which 
the  soul  has  of  recovering,  when  by  herself,  some  feeling  which  she 
experienced  when  in  company  with  the  body  ?  '  "  {Philehus,  34  a,  h). 

What  we   have  called   Plato's  empirical  memory  involves 
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then  two  steps,  the  mere  persistence  of  sensations,  and  active 
recollection  which  is  characterized  by  the  independent  effort  of 
the  mind.  As  regards  the  nature  of  the  process  by  which 
former  cognitions  are  preserved  and  revived  in  the  mind,  the 
theory  of  reminiscence  {ava/jLVfjarKs),  whether  it  be  rational  or 
empirical,  assumes  that  Ideas  that  have  once  been  present  to 
the  mind  form,  as  it  were,  a  part  of  it,  and  that  the  mind  has 
the  power  of  reviving  them  by  an  act  of  spiritual  energy.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  comparisons  used  by  Plato  to  illustrate 
memory  would  seem  to  indicate  a  physiological  theory.  The 
soul,  he  says,  is  a  book  and  memory,  a  scribe  {ypafx/jLaTevç),  who 
writes  therein  what  the  senses  dictate,  and  a  painter 
(i^œypâcpoç),  who  illustrates  the  text  with  corresponding 
pictures  {Fhil.  39  a). 

"I  would  have  you  imagine  then,"  Plato  says  elsewhere  (Tkeœtetus, 
191),  "that  there  exists  in  the  mind  of  man  a  block  of  wax  which  is  of 
different  sizes  in  different  men  ;  harder,  moister,  and  having  more  or  less 
purity  in  one  than  another,  and  in  some  of  an  intermediate  quality.  .  .  . 
Let  us  say  that  this  tablet  is  a  gift  of  Memory,  the  mother  of  the  muses  ; 
and  that  when  we  wish  to  remember  anything  which  we  have  seen 
or  heard  or  thought  in  our  own  minds,  we  hold  the  wax  to  the  percep- 
tions and  thoughts  and  in  that  material  receive  the  impression  of  them  as 
from  the  seal  of  a  ring  ;  and  that  we  remember  and  know  what  is 
imprinted  as  long  as  the  image  lasts  ;  but  when  the  image  is  effaced,  or 
cannot  be  taken,  then  we  forget  and  do  not  know." 

Aristotle  :  Description  of  the  Phenomena  of  Memory.  Dis- 
tinction  between  Memory  and  Imagination.  Spontaneous  and 
Voluntary  Memory. 

Aristotle  devoted  to  the  subject  of  memory  a  special  treatise 
(De  Memoria  et  Peminiscentia),  in  which 'he  gives  a  remarkably 
accurate  desciption  of  the  phenomenon. 

"Let  us  first  see  what  are  the  objects  with  which  memory  is  con- 
cerned. In  the  first  place,  we  cannot  remember  the  future  ;  the  future 
can  only  be  to  us  an  object  of  conjecture,  of  expectation  (iXwls).  Nor  has 
memory  anything  to  do  with  the  present,  for  that  is  the  object  of  sensa- 
tion. Memory  is  concerned  with  the  past  only.  .  .  .  When,  the  objects 
themselves  being  absent,  we  have  the  knowledge  and  sensation  of  them, 
then  it  is  memory  that  acts.  .  .  .  Every  time  we  make  an  act  of  memory 
we  say  to  ourselves  that  we  have  heard  that  thing  before,  or  that  we 
have  felt  it  or  thought  it.  .  .  .     Thus  memory  is  not  to  be  confounded 
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with  sensation  or  with  intellectual  conception,  but  is  the  possession  {H^s) 
or  the  modification  of  either  one  or  the  other  with  the  condition  of  past 
time.  There  is  no  memory  of  the  present  moment  at  that  moment  itself, 
as  has  just  been  said,  but  only  sensation  as  regards  the  present,  expecta- 
tion as  regards  the  future,  and  memory  as  regards  the  past.  Thus 
memory  is  always  accompanied  by  the  notion  of  time"  (De  Mem.  et 
Remin.  Ch.  I). 

In  short,  memory  relates  to  the  past  as  distinguished  from 
the  present  and  the  future.  Memory  and  imagination 
{(pavraa-la)  resemble  each  other  in  some  cases  so  much  that 
it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  them.  They  both  depend  on 
the  senms  comrmmis  and  not  on  the  thinking  mind,  and  both 
result  from  and  are  continuations  of  the  motion  of  the 
senses.  This  motion,  which  is  the  original  occasion  of  the 
sensation,  leaves  in  us  an  impression  of  the  object  perceived, 
as  the  impress  of  a  seal  is  left  on  wax.  Thus  it  is 
preserved  in  the  organs  and  may  spontaneously  recur.  We 
can,  it  is  true,  recall  acts  of  reasoning,  or  demonstrations,  as,  for 
example,  that  the  three  angles  of  a  triangle  are  equal  to  two 
right  angles;  but  these  intellectual  conceptions  are  always 
joined  to  some  image  {(pavrao-jULa).  What  then  is  it  that 
distinguishes  memory  from  imagination  ?  It  is  that  the  latter 
does  not  imply  recognition,  or  the  return  to  past  perceptions, 
that  it  does  not  present  the  image  as  a  copy.  In  memory,  on 
the  contrary,  we  recognize  that  what  is  at  this  moment  present 
to  our  mind  is  a  copy  of  something  that  was  present  to  it 
before,  either  as  a  perception  of  the  senses  or  as  actual  know- 
ledge. 

But  if  memory  is  only  the  knowledge  of  the  movements 
which  have  determined  sensations,  how  are  we  to  explain  the 
fact  that  the  remembrance  differs  from  the  sensation  itself  ? 
Aristotle  replies  by  a  comparison. 

"  An  animal  in  a  picture  is  at  once  an  animal  and  a  copy,  and  though  one 
and  the  same  it  is  nevertheless  both  these  things  at  the  same  time.  .  .  . 
We  may  represent  this  picture  to  ourselves,  either  as  an  animal  or  as  the 
copy  of  an  animal.  We  must  suppose  that  the  image  which  is  painted  in 
us  exists  there  in  exactly  the  same  manner,  and  that  the  notion  which  is 
contemplated  by  our  soul  is  something  in  itself,  although  it  is  also  the 
image  of  some  other  thing.  Thus  inasmuch  as  it  is  considered  in  itself, 
it  is  a  mental  representation,  while  inasmuch  as  it  is  relative  to  another 
object,  it  is  as  it  were  a  copy  of  a  recollection  "  (De  Mem.  et  Rem.  Ch.  I). 
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The  object  of  memory  is  therefore  a  present  image  assimi- 
lated to  a  past  impression.  "  Memory  is  the  possession  (e^iç) 
of  an  image  as  copy  of  the  object  of  which  it  is  the  image." 

Memory  (^J.W]^^.rl)  is  a  property  of  the  sentient  soul,  a  func- 
tion of  the  sensus  œmmunis,  and  is  consequently  to  be  found 
in  a  great  many  animals.  But  no  animal  except  man  possesses 
the  faculty  of  reminiscence  (àpdjuLprja-tç).  Pteminiscence  is 
memory  under  the  direction  of  the  will,  and,  like  the  syllogism, 
can  only  belong  to  a  mind  capable  of  reflection  and  calculation! 
Memory  is  a  movement  which  begins  in  the  sensus  communis 
and  extends  to  the  soul.  Eeminiscence  is  a  movement  the 
reverse  of  this,  and  goes  from  the  soul  to  the  organs  of  sense. 
When  we  wish  to  recall  something  we  have  once  known,  we 
succeed  because  the  psychical  movements,  like  the  physical 
movements,  have  a  regular  sequence,  and  their  consequents 
follow  their  antecedents  in  obedience  to  certain  laws.  In  this 
way,  when,  for  instance,  we  wish  to  recall  a  verse  or  a  phrase 
that  we  have  forgotten,  we  begin  by  repeating  the  first  word. 
Success  in  reminiscence  depends  on  the  association  of  ideas 
and  of  movements.  This  theory  of  Aristotle  is  remarkably 
exact,  at  least  as  regards  the  description  of  the  phenomena.  We 
must  observe,  however,  that  in  reality  the  association  of  ideas 
plays  as  great  a  part  in  spontaneous  recollection  as  in  volun- 
tary and  reflective  reminiscence. 

Theories  of  the  Stoics  and  epicureans. 

The  soul  being  on  the  doctrine  of  the  Stoics  a  material 
thing.  Memory  could  be  for  them  only  an  impression  left  by 
sensation.  But  just  as  sensation,  to  be  perceived,  presupposes 
the  activity,  the  assent  of  the  mind,  so  is  memory  also  due  to 
an  action  of  the  mind,  which  stores  up,  as  it  were,  the  sensa- 
tions it  is  to  revive  (visa  quasi  recotidit,  Cic.  Acad.  II,  10,  30). 

The  Epicurean  theory  is  so  far  original  that  it  offers  a 
different  explanation  of  imagination  and  memory.  "  The  soul, 
an  eminently  mobile  substance  (mohilis  egregie),  is  composed 
of  atoms  which  are  small,  smooth,  and  round  "  (Lucr.  Ill,  205). 
This  material  soul  enters  into  relation  with  the  external 
world  by  means  of  simulacra  (Lucr.  IV,  34),  which  detach 
themselves  like  small  membranes  from  the  surface  of  the  body 
and  fly  about  in  the  air.     These  images,  these  thin  shapes,  are 
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like  the  rinds  {cortex)  of  things,  and  have  the  same  form  and 
the  same  appearance  as  the  bodies  from  which  they  are 
detached. 

"...  Like  the  gossamer  coats  which  at  times  cicadas  doff  at  summer, 
and  the  vesture  which  the  slippery  serpent  puts  off  among  the  thorns," 
(Lucr.  IV,  56  aq.)}  These  simulacra  are  not  only  the  cause  of  our  sensa- 
tions. There  are  some  yet  more  thin  :  "  these  enter  into  the  porous 
parts  of  the  body  and  stir  the  fine  nature  of  the  mind  within  and  provoke 
sensation"  (Lucr.  IV,  p.  101  of  trans.).  The  simulacra  are  of  such  a  fine 
tissue  that  "when  they  meet  they  readily  unite  like  a  cobweb  or  piece  of  gold 
leaf."  "...  Therefore  we  see  centaurs  and  limbs  of  scyllas  and  cerberus 
— like  paws  of  dogs  and  idols  of  those  that  are  dead." 

Thus  images  do  not  arise  in  our  minds  spontaneously — they 
are  not  a  reproduction  of  past  sensations,  Imt  correspond  to 
external  phantoms  which  mingle  in  a  thousand  different  ways. 
The  visions  ((fyauTaar/uLaTa)  of  insanity  and  sleep  have  a  real 
object,  for  they  act  upon  us,  and  that  which  has  no  reality  can 
produce  no  action  (D.  L.  x,  20).  To  the  objection  that  our 
mental  images  correspond  to  our  desires,  that  in  sleep  our 
dreams  correspond  to  our  individual  and  subjective  pre-occu])a- 
tions,  Lucretius  replies  : 

"  Because  they  are  so  thin  the  mind  can  see  distinctly  only  those  which 
it  strains  itself  to  see  .  .  .  and  whenever  men  have  given  during  many 
days  in  succession  undivided  attention  to  games,  we  generally  see  that 
after  they  have  ceased  to  perceive  them  with  their  senses,  there  yet 
remain  passages  open  in  the  mind  through  which  the  siime  ideas  of  things 
may  enter"  (IV,  780  sq.). 

This  is  the  Epicurean  explanation  of  the  imagination.  As  for 
memory  it  is  merely  the  impression  (tJttoç)  left  by  a  sensation 
that  has  been  frequently  repeated  {/nvmtj  toO  ttoWcikiç  e^wOev 
(bapévToç).  Even  general  ideas  are  images,  exact  copies,  and 
it  is  for  this  reason  that  they  have  the  intuitive  evidence  and 
the  infallible  certainty  of  sensation  (I).  L.  x,  21,  22).  This 
impression,  once  it  has  been  made  on  our  mind,  enables 
us  to  read  the  future  by  the  past,  and  becomes  anticipation. 
This  irpoXrjylriç  of  the  Epicureans  resembles  the  expectation  of 
contemporary  English  associationists.  At  the  same  moment 
that  we  utter  the  word  man,  we  conceive  the  figure  of  man,  in 
virtue  of  a  preconception  which  we  owe  to  the  preceding 
operations  of  the  senses  (D.  L.  x,  21). 

^  Munro's  trans. 
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Thus  memory  as  well  as  every  other  mental  process  is  re- 
duced by  Epicurus  into  an  organic  phenomenon. 

Metaphysical  Theory  of  the  Neo-Platonists. 

This  materialistic  theory  held  by  the  Epicureans  and  Stoics 
could  not  possibly  be  accepted  by  the  Neo-Platonists.  Ac- 
cording to  the  latter  the  individual  soul  is  not  separated  from 
the  universal  soul  from  which  it  emanates,  but  is  still  part  of 
this  universal  soul,  and  through  it  belongs  to  the  second 
hypostasis,  that  is,  to  Eeason  {vovç). 

It  is  in  Intelligence,  which  alone  knows  itself,  that  we  are 
conscious  of  ourselves.  Keason  is  therefore  the  ultimate  basis 
of  memory  {Enn.  IV,  iii,  26,  30;  viii,  6,  13).  But  as  we 
are  united  to  the  body,  before  what  takes  place  in  the  superior 
part  of  the  soul  can  reach  our  consciousness  or  be  preserved  in 
memory,  Reason  extracting  indivisible  thought  from  the  depths 
where  it  lay  concealed  must  unfold  its  complexity  and  display 
it  to  our  imagination  as  in  a  mirror  {Enn.  IV,  iii,  30). 

Platonic  Theory  of  St.  Augustine:  Memory  Rational  and 
Empirical.     Latent  Memories  in  the  Mind. 

St.  Augustine  divides  the  faculties  of  the  soul  into  three 
great  powers  :  memoria,  intellectus,  and  voluntas.  He  assigns  to 
memory  an  important  part  in  cognition,  for  according  to  ^im.  it 
is  memory  and  not  phantasy  or  imagination  {(pavraa-la)  that 
acts  as  medium  between  the  senses  and  the  intellect.  He 
gives  the  following  poetic  description  of  memory  : 

"  These  things  do  I  within  that  vast  chamber  of  my  memory  ;  for  there  I 
call  up  to  my  sight  heaven,  earth,  sea,  and  whatever  I  have  received  from 
them,  excepting  those  things  which  I  have  forgotten.  There,  also,  do  I 
meet  with  myself — what,  where,  and  when  I  did  a  thing,  and  how  I  was 
iiffected  when  I  did  it  [Law  of  Association— cf.  Hamilton's  Law  of  Redinte- 
gration]. These  are  all  which  I  remember,  either  by  personal  experience 
or  on  the  faith  of  others.  Out  of  the  same  supply  do  I  myself  with  the 
past,  weave  a  tissue  of  the  likeness  of  things,  which  either  I  have 
experienced,  or  from  having  experienced  have  believed  ;  and  thence  again 
future  events  and  hopes,  and  upon  all  these  again  do  I  meditate  as 
if  they  were  present.  .  .  .  Great  is  this  power  of  memory,  exceeding 
great,  O  my  God  !  An  inner  chamber,  large  and  wondrous  !  Who  has 
plumbed  the  depths  thereof?  Yet  it  is  a  power  of  mind  and  appertains  to  my 
nature  ;  nor  do  I  myself  grasp  all  that  I  am.     Therefore  is  the  mind  too 
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narrow  to  contain  itself.  And  where  should  that  overflow  which  it 
cannot  contain  within  itself  ?  Is  it  outside  and  not  in  itself  ?  "  (St.  Aug. 
Conf,  X,  Ch.  VIII). 

St.  Augustine's  theory  appears  then  to  lie  that  we  are  not 
conscious  of  all  the  ideas  that  are  in  us,  that  some  of  these  live, 
as  it  were,  in  a  latent  condition  in  the  mind,  which  contains 
infinitely  more  than  we  are  conscious  of.  This  interpretation 
is  confirmed  by  his  doctrine  of  a  metaphysical  memory  or 
reminiscence,  in  the  Platonic  sense,  which  is  not  a  distinct 
faculty,  but  a  function  of  memory.  Memory  is  thus  a 
consciousness  of  the  eternal  truth  in  which  time,  with  its  three 
periods,  the  present,  the  past,  and  the  future,  has  no  longer  any 
meaning,  and  in  fact  disappears. 

"Behold,  how  I  have  ransacked  my  memory  seeking  Thee,  O  Lord  ; 
and  out  of  it  have  I  not  found  Thee,  nor  have  I  found  ought  concerning 
Thee  but  what  I  have  retained  in  memory  from  the  time  I  learned  Thee. 
For  from  the  time  I  learned  Thee  I  have  never  forgotten  Thee.  For 
where  I  found  truth  there  I  found  my  God,  who  is  truth  itself.  Thus, 
since  the  time  I  learnt  Thee  Thou  abidest  in  my  memory,  and  then  do  I 
find  Thee  whensoever  I  call  Thee  to  remembrance  and  delight  in  Thee  " 
i^Ihid.  X,  xxiv). 

Thus  for  St.  Augustine,  as  for  Plato,  memory  has  two 
functions  :  it  preserves  and  revives  the  data  of  experience, 
and  it  also  enables  us,  in  certain  states  of  attention,  love, 
and  troodwill,  to  discover  the  Eternal  Ideas  which  have  been 
deposited  in  the  soul  by  God,  the  innnutal)le  truth.  This  theory 
implies  that  we  have  within  us  a  multitude  of  latent  ideas 
which  are  visible,  but  remain  dim  until  revealed  to  us  by 
the  light  of  consciousness. 

Descartes:  Physiological  Explanation  of  Memory,  The 
Animal  Spirits  and  their  Traces. 

The  peculiarity  of  the  Cartesian  theory  of  memory  is 
that  it  is  entirely  physiological.  According  to  the  teach- 
ing of  this  school,  thought  and  extension  are  two  clear  and 
distinct  notions,  and  consequently  there  correspond  to  them 
two  antithetical  realities  which,  being  opposites,  can  have 
no  direct  or  immediate  action  on  one  another.  The 
soul  dwells  in  the  body,  but  does  not  mingle  with  it. 
The  body  is    a  perfect  machine,  all  the  functions    of  which 
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are  explained  by  the  working  of  its  component  parts.  "  The 
nerves  are  like  little  threads  or  little  tubes  which  all  start 
from  the  brain,  and  contain,  like  the  brain,  a  kind  of  air 
or  very  subtle  wind,  which  is  called  the  animal  spirits  "  {Des 
Passions,  I,  7).  "  The  animal  spirits  are  merely  the  most 
lively  and  subtle  parts  of  the  blood  which  have  been  rarefied 
by  heat  in  the  heart,  and  unceasingly  enter  in  large  quantities 
into  the  cavities  of  the  brain  "  {Ibid.  I,  10).  As  new 
animal  spirits  continually  rise  to  the  brain,  others  are 
continually  being  forced  out  through  the  pores  of  the  brain 
"  into  the  nerves,  and  thence  into  the  muscles,  by  means  of 
which  they  move  the  body  in  all  the  divers  ways  in  which  it 
can  be  moved  "  {Ibid.  I,  10). 

Animals  being  only  bodies  are  mere  automata.  But  in  man, 
wiien  the  nerves  are  set  in  motion  by  the  action  of  external 
objects,  this  motion  spreads  to  the  Ijrain,  which  is  the  seat  of 
the  soul,  and  which  represents  these  objects  to  the  soul.  But 
it  ma}^  happen  that  "  these  animal  spirits  being  set  in  motion 
diversely,  and  meeting  the  traces  of  divers  impressions  which 
have  preceded  them  in  the  brain,  may  chance  to  take  their 
course  through  certain  pores  rather  than  through  others  '* 
{Ibid.  I,  21).  Thus,  "all  those  things  which  the  soul  per- 
ceives by  the  medium  of  the  nerves  may  also  be  represented 
to  it  l)y  the  fortuitous  course  of  spirits,  without  there  being 
any  difference  except  that  the  impressions  coming  from  the 
brain  through  the  nerves  are  usually  more  lively  and  more 
clear  than  those  awakened  by  the  animal  spirits.  On  which 
account  I  have  said  (I,  21)  that  the  latter  are  a  shadow  as  it 
were  and  picture  of  the  former  "  (I,  26).  Descartes  explains 
his  theory  clearly  in  the  following  passage  which  occurs 
in  one  of  his  letters  : 

"  The  traces  left  in  the  brain  incline  it  to  move  the  soul  in  the  same 
way  as  before  and  also  to  recall  something  to  the  soul,  just  as  the  folds  in 
a  piece  of  paper  or  linen  make  it  more  apt  to  be  folded  again  in  the  same 
way  than  if  it  had  never  been  folded  so  before." 

This  theory  of  Descartes  w^as  the  one  that  was  current  in  the 
17th  century.  Gassendi,  the  atomistic  philosopher  and  opponent 
of  Descartes,  had  already  expounded  it,  and  it  was  also  adopted 
by  Bossuet,  Malebranche,  and  Spinoza.  According  to  the 
latter. 
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"  The  mind  imagines  a  body  because  the  human  body  is  aft'ected  and 
disposed  by  the  impressions  of  an  external  body,  just  as  it  was  affected 
when  certain  of  its  parts  received  an  actual  impulse  from  the  exteinal 
body  itself.  .  .  .  We  clearly  understand  by  this  what  memory  is.  It  is 
nothing  else  than  a  certain  concatenation  of  ideas,  involving  the  nature  of 
things  which  are  outside  the  human  body,  a  concatenation  which 
corresponds  in  the  mind  to  the  order  and  concatenation  of  the  affections 
of  the  human  body  "  (Spinoza,  Ethics,  Bk.  II,  Prop.  XVIII). 

According  to  Spinoza  and  Malebranche,  the  phenomena  of 
memory  and  of  the  association  of  ideas  are  intimately  related 
and  may  be  explained  on  the  same  principles. 

Incompleteness  of  the  Cartesian  Mechanical  Theory.  Descartes 
Admission. 

In  order  rightly  to  understand  the  Cartesian  theory,  it 
must  be  remembered  that  according  to  it  the  body  does  not 
act  directly  on  the  soul,  and  therefore  that  acts  of  memory 
are  spiritual  phenomena  which  occur  on  occasion  of  and  in 
agreement  with  physiological  modifications. 

It  is  certain  that  without  the  Ijody  there  would  be  neither 
memory  nor  association  of  ideas;  there  would  remain,  as  Spinoza 
would  say,  only  the  vision  in  the  eternal.  Does  not  this 
physiological  theory  leave  unexplained  the  phenomenon  most 
characteristic  of  memory,  namely,  recognition  ?  In  order  to 
have  memory  it  is  not  enough  that  an  idea  be  reproduced,  it 
must  also  be  recognized.  This  Descartes  himself  admits. 
Arnauld  had  objected  that,  if  the  mind  always  thought,  a 
child  would  be  able  to  remember  his  earliest  thoughts.  To 
this  Descartes  replies  : 

"  All  vestiges  left  by  former  thoughts  are  not  of  a  kind  to  permit  of 
recollection  by  us,  but  only  those  which  enable  the  mind  to  know  that 
they  have  not  always  been  in  us,  but  were  formerly  freshly  impressed  on 
the  mind.  For  the  mind  to  be  able  to  recognize  this,  I  consider  that  the 
first  time  these  impressions  v/ere  made,  the  mind  must  have  employed 
a  pure  cœiception,  and  by  this  means  was  able  to  perceive  that  the  thing 
which  then  came  into  it  was  new,  that  is  to  say  it  had  never  before  been 
in  the  mind,  for  there  can  be  no  trace  by  which  we  can  recognize 
that  the  thing  is  new."   {Letter  to  Arnauld,  édn.  Cousin,  Vol.  10). 

On  this  theory  the  true  principle  of  memory  would  be  a 
sustained  action  on  the  part  of  the  mind,  and  the  physiological 


phenomenon  would  merely  be  the  occasion  of  the  mental  action 
ov  fact  of  recognition  which,  properly  speaking,  would  con- 
stitute memory. 

Locke  :  The  Conditions  of  Memory.  Its  Use  and  its  Defects. 
Memory  the  Principal  Basis  of  Personal  Identity. 

Locke  gives  a  very  good  description  of  the  phenomena  of 
memory  {Essay  on  the  Human  Understandiiig,  II,  Chap.  iii. 
On  Retention). 

"  This  laying  up  of  our  ideas  in  the  repository  of  memory  signifies  no 
more  than  this,  that  the  mind  has  a  power  in  many  cases  to  revive 
perceptions  which  it  once  had,  with  this  additional  perception  annexed  to 
them,  that  it  has  had  them  before.  And  in  this  sense  it  is,  that  our  ideas 
are  said  to  be  in  our  memories  when  indeed  they  are  actually  nowhere  " 
(Bk.  II,  Ch.  X). 

Attention  and  repetition,  pleasure  and  pain  help  to  fix  ideas 
in  the  mind.  Those  which  only  occur  once,  or  a  few  times, 
frequently  grow  faint  and  even  disappear,  never  to  return  ; 
those  with  which  the  mind  is  continually  occupied  (such  as 
the  qualities  of  bodies,  existence,  duration,  number),  remain  as 
long  as  a  man  has  a  gleam  of  intelligence.  Sometimes  ideas 
recur  spontaneously — "  they  are  roused  and  tumbled  out  of 
their  dark  cells  into  open  daylight  by  some  sudden  passion." 
Frequently  "  the  mind  sets  itself  on  work  in  search  of  some 
hidden  idea,  and  turns,  as  it  were,  the  eye  of  the  soul  upon  it." 
The  two  great  defects  of  memory  are  complete  oblivion  and  an 
excessive  difhculty  in  recalling  the  ideas  which  the  memory 
has,  so  to  speak,  stored  up.  As  regards  the  explanation  of  this 
faculty,  Locke  refuses  in  the  chapter  on  Retention  to  enter 
into  the  Cartesian  theory.  "  How  much  the  constitution  of 
our  bodies  and  the  make  of  our  animal  spirits  is  concerned  in 
this,  whether  the  temple  of  the  brain  makes  this  difference 
that  in  some  it  retains  the  characters  drawn  on  it  like  marble, 
in  others  like  freestone,  and  in  others  little  better  than  sand,  I 
shall  not  here  inquire."  But  in  his  chapter  on  the  Association 
of  Ideas,  he  is  less  guarded,  and  adopts  the  opinion  of  Descartes 
as  the  most  probable. 

As  to  explaining  memory  itself,  that  is  to  say  the  fact  of 
recognition,  Locke  will  not  attempt  it.     All  that  he  can  say  of 
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it  is,  that  the  soul  has  the  power  of  awakening  its  ideas  when- 
ever it  wills.  But  as  Leibnitz  said,  is  not  this  power  a  kind  of 
scholastic  entity  ?  And  indeed  Locke  regards  memory  as  an 
idtimate  inexplicable  fact.  In  his  famous  chapter  on  Identity 
(Chap.  XXVII),  he  even  goes  so  far  as  to  make  memory  the 
basis  of  personal  identity. 

"  As  far  as  consciousness  can  be  extended  backwards  to  any  past  action 
or  thought,  so  far  reaches  the  identity  of  that  person."  ...  "  For  as  far 
as  any  intelligent  being  can  repeat  the  idea  of  any  past  action  with  the 
same  consciousness  it  had  of  it  at  first,  and  with  the  same  consciousness  it 
has  of  any  present  action,  so  far  it  is  the  same  personal  self."  .  .  . 
"  [Personal  identity]  consists  not  in  identity  of  substance,  but  ...  in  the 
identity  of  consciousness,  wherein,  if  Socrates  and  the  present  mayor  of 
Queensborough  agree,  they  are  the  same  person"  (II,  Ch.  XXVII). 

Leibnitz:  Explanation  of  Memory  by  Latent  Perceptions, 
Memory  Implies  Personal  Identity. 

The  universe  for  Leilmitz  is  composed  of  monads,  or  spiritual 
atoms  whose  whole  essence  is  perception  and  appetition.  Each 
of  these  monads  has  an  independent  existence,  and  is  only 
related  to  other  monads  by  a  pre-established  harmony  between 
its  own  acts  and  the  acts  of  all  the  other  monads.  If  a  monad 
were  to  know  itself  in  all  its  relations,  it  would  know  the 
entire  universe  in  the  present,  the  past,  and  the  future. 
To  know  is  thus  to  reveal  the  self,  to  unfold  in  the  light 
of  consciousness  the  perceptions  dimly  contained  in  ourselves. 
The  existence  of  unconscious  sensible  perceptions  is  not  an 
exception,  but  the  rule.  Thus  we  are  able  to  understand  how 
it  is  that  ideas  we  have  once  had,  remain  unperceived  in 
our  minds  until  some  occasion  brings  them  once  more  into 
consciousness.  "...  These  are  dispositions  which  are  the 
remains  of  past  impressions  in  the  soul  as  well  as  in  the  body, 
but  of  which  we  are  conscious  only  when  the  memory  finds 
some  occasion  for  them.  And  if  nothing  remained  of  past 
thoughts,  when  we  no  longer  think  of  them,  it  would  be 
impossible  to  explain  how  the  memory  can  preserve  them  " 
{Nouv.  Ess,  II,  Ch.  X).  "  The  insensible  perceptions  preserve 
the  seeds  of  memory  "  {Ibid.  Ch.  XXVI). 

Leibnitz  maintains,  moreover,  against  Locke,  that  apparent 
identity  has  its  foundation  in  real  identity,  that  is  to  say  that 


memory  is  only  comprehensible  if  we  assume  the  identity  of  a 
spiritual  substance,  all  the  states  of  which  are  linked  together 
in  a  series. 


"  An  immaterial  being  or  a  spirit  cannot  be  stripped  of  all  perception 
of  its  past  existence.  There  remain  to  it  some  impressions  of  all  that  has 
formerly  happened  to  it,  and  it  even  has  some  presentiments  of  all  that 
will  happen  to  it  ;  but  those  feelings  are  most  often  too  small  to  be 
capable  of  being  distinguished  and  perceived,  although  they  may  perhaps 
sometime  be  developed.  This  continuation  and  bond  of  perceptions 
constitute  in  reality  the  same  individual,  but  the  apperceptions  {i.e.  when 
past  feelings  are  perceived),  prove  besides  a  moral  identity,  and  make  real 
identity  appear"  {Ibid.  II,  Ch.  XXVII). 

Thomas  Eeid  :    We  hare  a.n  Immediate  Knowledge  of  the  Past. 

The  Scottish  and  French  Psychological  School  could  not  fail 
to  devote  some  attention  to  the  phenomena  of  memory,  and  it 
is  also  not  surprising,  considering  the  method  of  self  observa- 
tion which  they  exclusively  practised,  that  they  w^ere  against 
the  physiological  hypotheses  which  are  again  coming 
into  fashion.  In  lieu  of  this  material  symbolization  of 
psychical  facts,  they  have  left  us  some  excellent  descriptions 
and  a  collection  of  all  the  observations  that  consciousness  is 
capable  of,  when  reflectively  aware  of  its  processes.  Eeid 
holds  that,  as  consciousness  is  an  immediate  knowledge  of  the 
present,  so  memory  is  an  immediate  perception  of  the  past. 

"Memory  is  always  accompanied  with  the  belief  of  that  which  we 
remember,  as  perception  is  accompanied  with  the  belief  of  that  which  we 
perceive.  .  .  .  Memory  is  an  original  faculty,  given  us  by  the  Author  of 
our  being,  of  which  we  can  give  no  account,  except  that  we  are  so  made. 
The  knowledge  which  I  have  of  things  past  by  my  memor^^  seems  to  me 
as  unaccountable  as  an  immediate  knowledge  would  be  of  things  to  come, 
and  I  can  give  no  reason  why  I  should  have  the  one  and  not  the  other, 
but  that  such  is  the  will  of  my  Maker"  {On  the  Intellectual  Powers,  III, 
Ch.  I  and  II). 

Thus  Eeid  regards  memory  as  an  intuitive  original  faculty, 
no  explanation  of  which  need  be  sought.  Memory  is  a 
looking  backward,  and  is  not  more  difficult  to  conceive  than  a 
looking  forward  into  the  future.  He  denies  Locke's  doctrine 
of  personal  identity  as  a  consequence  of  memory,  but  does 
not  think  of  reversing  the  terms  and  making  identity  the  basis 
of  memory. 
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"  What  evidence  have  you  that  there  is  such  a  permanent  self  which 
has  a  claim  to  all  the  thoughts,  actions,  and  feelings  which  govern  all 
yours  ?  To  this  I  answer  that  the  proper  evidence  I  have  of  all  this  is 
remembrance.  ...  It  may  be  here  observed  that  it  is  not  my  remember- 
ing any  action  of  mine  that  makes  me  be  the  person  who  did  it.  This 
remembrance  makes  me  to  know  assuredly  that  I  did  it,  but  I  might 
have  done  it  though  I  did  not  remember  it.  .  .  .  To  say  that  my 
remembering  that  I  did  such  a  thing,  or  as  some  choose  to  express  it,  my 
being  conscious  that  I  did  it,  makes  me  to  have  done  it,  appears  to  me  as 
great  an  absurdity  as  it  would  be  to  say  that  my  belief  that  the  world 
was  created  made  it  to  be  created  "  {Ihid.  Ch.  IV). 

Hamilton  refutes  Reid  :  Memory  is  a  Knoidedge  of  the  Present 
with  a  Belief  in  the  Past.      Latent  Ideas. 

Hamilton  declares  that  Eeid's  doctrine  concerning  memory  is 
not  merely  false,  but  "  involves  a  contradiction  in  terms  "  {Lcct.  on 
Metaph.  I,  218-221).      Memory  is  an  act,  and  an  act  "only  exists 
in  the  present,"  therefore  memory  can  only  have  knowledge  of 
what  exists  now,  and  in  memory  what  is  present  is  not  the 
object  remembered  but  the  image  of  the  object.      "  An  act  of 
memory  is  merely  a  present  state   of   mind,    which    we   are 
conscious  of,  not  as  absolute  but  as  relative  to,  and  represent- 
ing another  state  of  mind,  and  accompanied  with  the   belief 
that  the  state  of  mind  as  now  represented  has  actually  been. 
,   .   .      All  that  is  immediately  known  in  the  act  of  memory 
is  the  present  mental  modification,  that  is,  the  representation 
and    the    concomitant    belief.  .   .  .       While    in    philosophical 
propriety  it  is  not  a  knowledge  of  the  past  at  all,  but  a  know- 
ledge of  the  present  and  a  belief  of  the  past"  (p.  219   sq.). 
Hamilton  follows  Leibnitz  in  his  theory  that  all    the    ideas 
acquired  by  us  remain  in  a  latent  state  in  the  mind.     "  I  know 
a  language  or  a  science  not  merely  while  I  make  a  temporary 
use  of  it,  but  inasmuch  as  I  can  apply  it  when  and  how  I  will. 
Thus  the  infinitely  greater  part  of  our  spiritual  treasures  lies 
always  beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness  hid  in  the  obscure 
recesses   of   the   mind."     In    support    of   this   theory   of   the 
survival  of  all  our  ideas  in  a  latent  state,   Hamilton   quotes 
some  pages  from  the  German   writer,  H.   Schmidt,   who  was 
himself  inspired  by  the  theories  of  Leibnitz. 

"  But  the  mental  activity,  the  act  of  knowledge  of  which  I  now  speak 
...  is  an  energy  of  the  self  active  power  of  a  subject  one  and  indivisible  : 
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consequently  a  part  of  the  ego  must  be  detached  or  annihilated,  if  a  cogni- 
tion once  existent  be  again  extinguished.  Hence  it  is  that  the  problem 
most  difficult  of  solution  is  not,  how  a  mental  activity  endures,  but  how  it 
ever  vanishes  "  {Lectures  on  Metaphysics^  II,  pp.  211,  212). 

Thus,  the  explanation  of  memory  is  that  the  mind  is  a 
truly  self-identical  force,  an  activity  which  cannot  be  inter- 
rupted or  resolved  into  scattered  elements,  and  which  com- 
municates its  own  continuity  to  all  its  acts.  We  have  now  to 
account  for  the  phenomenon  of  ol)livion. 

"  The  solution  of  this  problem  is  to  be  sought  for  in  the  theory  of 
obscure  or  latent  mental  modifications  (that  is,  mental  activities,  real  but 
beyond  the  sphere  of  consciousness,  which  I  formerly  explained).  The 
disappearance  of  internal  energies  from  the  view  of  internal  perception 
does  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  they  no  longer  exist  ;  for  we  are  not 
always  conscious  of  all  the  mental  energies  whose  existence  cannot  be 
disallowed.  .  .  .  To  explain  therefore  the  appearance  of  our  mental 
activities,  it  is  only  requisite  to  explain  their  weakening  or  enfeeblement. 
.  .  .  Every  mental  activity  belongs  to  the  one  vital  activity  of  mind  in  * 
general,  it  is  therefore  indivisibly  bound  up  with  it,  and  can  neither  be 
torn  from  nor  abolished  in  it.  But  the  mind  is  only  capable,  at  any  one 
moment,  of  exerting  a  certain  quantity  or  degree  of  force.  This  quantity 
must  therefore  be  divided  among  the  different  activities,  so  that  each  has 
only  a  part  ;  and  the  sum  of  force  belonging  to  all  the  several  activities 
taken  together  is  equal  to  the  quantity  or  degree  of  force  belonging  to 
the  vital  activity  of  mind  in  general.  Thus,  in  proportion  to  the  greater 
number  of  activities  in  the  mind,  the  less  will  be  the  proportion  of  force 
which  will  accrue  to  each  ;  the  feebler,  therefore,  each  will  be,  and  the 
fainter  the  vivacity  with  which  it  can  affect  self -consciousness.  ...  In 
these  circumstances,  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  every  new  cognition,  every 
newly-excited  activity,  should  be  in  the  greatest  vivacity,  and  should 
draw  to  itself  the  greatest  amount  of  force  ;  this  force  will  in  the  same 
proportion  be  withdrawn  from  the  other  earlier  cognitions,  and  it  is 
they  consequently  which  must  undergo  the  fate  of  obscuration"  {Ihid. 
pp.  212-14). 

Roycr-Collard  :  We  can  only  rememher  Ourselves.  F.  Ravais- 
son  :  Metaphysics  of  Memory. 

Royer-CoUard  adopted  the  theory  of  Reid,  with  some  happy 
modifications. 

"  The  objects  of  consciousness  are  the  only  objects  of  memory.  Pro- 
perly speaking,  we  never  remember  anything  but  the  operations  and  diverse 
states  of  our  minds  ;  we  never  remember  anything  that  has  not  been  an 
immediate  intuition  in  consciousness.  .  .  .     This  assertion  appears  con- 
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traiy  to  common  sense,  according  to  which  we  do  not  hesitate  to  say  :  '  / 
remember  such  a  person^  but  the  contradiction  is  only  apparent.  *I 
I'emember  such  a  person,'  means  '  I  i-emember  having  seen  such  a  person.' 
The  vision  of  the  person  is  therefore  both  the  object  of  consciousness  and 
of  memory  ;  but  for  the  latter  the  act  of  seeing  is  the  immediate  object 
and  the  person  the  mediate  object,  for  it  would  not  be  the  object  of 
immediate  perception  except  to  the  senses"  {Fragments  de  Royer-CoUard, 
Works  of  Reid,  trans,  by  Jouffroy,  IV,  p.  357-398). 

The  theory  of  Royer-Collard  may  be  summed  up  as  follows  : 
We  only  remember  our  own  states;  memory  is  a  prolonged 
consciousness. 

F.  Ravaisson,  influenced  by  Leibnitz,  gave  this  theory  a 
deeper  meaning,  and  connected  it  with  his  metaphysical 
principles.  It  is  in  the  activity  of  the  mind,  he  says,  that 
we  are  to  seek  for  the  principle  of  memory.  In  the  rational 
laws  by  which  the  mind,  as  well  as  the  world,  is  governed  we 
must  look  for  the  ground  of  the  relations  according  to  which 
ideas  revive  one  another. 

"  The  cause  of  oblivion  is  the  materiality  under  the  dominion  of  which 
our  senses  are  partly  placed.  The  pure  spirit,  on  the  contrary,  being  all 
action,  and  hence  all  unity,  all  duration,  all  memory,  always  present  to 
everything  and  to  itself,  having  before  it  unremittingly,  unceasingly 
all  that  it  is,  all  that  it  was,  and  if  one  may  go  as  far  as  Leibnitz,  all 
that  it  will  be,  sees  all  things,  according  to  a  saying  we  have  already 
quoted,  under  the  form  of  eternity.  The  doctrines  of  positivism  or  mere 
empiricism  profess  to  explain  the  formation  of  our  cognitions  and  memory 
by  accumulated  sensations  alone.  They  forget  the  intellectual  action, 
which  having,  out  of  sensible  elements,  formed  such  or  such  a  perception 
makes  out  of  several  perceptions  groups,  wholes,  the  different  parts  of 
which  subsequently  recall  one  another"  {Rapport  sur  la  Philosophie 
Française  au  19'"«-  siècle,  p.  166). 

In  a  word,  it  is  the  activity  and  the  identity  of  mind  that 
constitute  memory  ;  and  as  regards  the  relations  between  ideas 
that  suggest  each  other,  these  are  merely  the  relations 
between  the  mental  acts.  Hence  if  we  admit  that  the  laws  of 
spiritual  activity,  in  their  agreement  with  the  laws  of  things, 
are  rational  laws,  one  may  say  that  "the  principle  of  associa- 
tion and  memory  is  in  fact  Beason" 

Revival  of  the  Cartesian  Hypotheses.  Hartley  and  Charles 
Bonnet, 

To  the  Scottish  and  French  psychological  schools  we  owe 


some  excellent  descriptions  of  the  phenomena  of  memory. 
They  pointed  out  the  characteristics  which  distinguish  memory 
from  perception  and  imagination,  determining  its  qualities 
(facility,  tenacity,  promptitude),  its  conditions  (physiological, 
psychological,  and  metaphysical),  its  function  in  knowledge, 
and  its  laws  (vividness  of  the  impression,  attention,  repetition, 
association  of  ideas),  which  they  endeavoured  to  reduce  to  one 
general  law,  namely,  the  activity  of  the  mind.  But  the 
progress  of  physiology  could  not  fail  to  cause  a  revival  of  the 
Cartesian  hypotheses,  which  had  never  indeed  been  altogether 
abandoned.  Hartlev,  one  of  the  founders  of  the  associationist 
theory,  tried  to  prove  that  the  mental  mechanism  depended 
on  a  cerebral  mechanism  which  was  subject  to  the  laws  of 
matter  and  motion. 

"  External  objects  impressed  upon  the  senses  occasion,  first 
in  the  nerves  on  which  they  are  impressed,  and  then  in  the 
brain,  vibrations  of  the  small,  and  as  one  may  say,  infinitesimal 
medullary  particles. 

"  The  vibrations  mentioned  in  the  last  proposition  are 
excited,  propagated,  and  kept  up,  partly  by  the  ether  (i.e.  by 
a  very  subtle  and  elastic  fluid)  and  partly  by  the  uniformity, 
continuity,  softness  and  active  powers  of  the  medullary 
substance  of  the  brain,  spinal  marrow  and  nerves  "  {Ohserv. 
on  Man,  Part  I,  Props.  4  and  5). 

These  vibrations  are  connected  with  and  excited  by  one 
another,  and  the  sensations  and  ideas  arising  from  them  are 
in  their  turn  also  associated  and  recall  one  another.  The 
doctrine  taught  by  Charles  Bonnet  of  Geneva  was  very  similar. 
"  The  cerebral  movements  are,  as  it  were,  natural  signs  of  the 
ideas  they  excite,  and  an  intelligence  that  was  able  to  observe 
these  movements  would  read  them  like  a  book.  .  .  .  Not 
only  is  the  original  formation  of  ideas  due  to  these  movements, 
but  the  reproduction  of  them  would  seem  also  to  depend  on 
the  same  cause  "  {Ess.  de  Psych.  Patrod.  Part  2).  "  Owing  to 
the  action  of  a  fluid  which  is  almost  as  elastic  and  subtle  as 
light  or  ether,  the  fibres  are  again  set  in  motion  just  as  before 
in  the  presence  of  the  objects  themselves,  and,  in  virtue  of  the 
hidden  law  of  their  union,  the  sensations  belonging  to  these 
vibrations  are  instantly  revived.  The  degree  of  force  and 
vividness  with  which  this  recurrence  of  the  sensations  takes 


160. 


THE   PROBLEMS   OF   PHILOSOPHY 


ON   MEMORY 


161 


I 


u 


place  always  depends  on  the  intensity  of  the  vibrations  caused 
by  the  object,  the  frequency  of  their  recurrence,  and  the 
constitution  of  the  fibres"  {Ihid.  Ch.  XXVII). 

/  Theory  of  Evolution  :  Memory  a  Fact  as  general  as  Life. 

The  theories  of  the  transmutation  of  energy  and  of  evolution 
gave  a  new  importance  to  the  physiological  explanations  of 
memory,  and  to  the  fact  of  memory  itself.  In  this  theory 
mind  and  body,  intelligence  and  life,  follow  a  parallel  develop- 
ment. There  is  a  close  connection  between  the  organ  and  its 
function  :  the  function  creates  the  organ  which  is  its 
necessary  instrument. 

Whoever  undertakes  to  explain  the  genesis  and  progress 
of  the  nervous  system  is  bound  to  explain  by  the  same 
principle  the  genesis  and  evolution  of  thought.  Now,  it  is 
habit  which,  by  modifying  the  organism,  gives  fixity  to  the 
modes  of  activity  which  heredity  then  transmits  as  instincts. 
But  habit  and  memory  are  identical  phenomena.  It  follows 
that  memory  can  no  longer  be  regarded  as  a  physiological 
phenomenon  presupposing  consciousness.  Memory  is  a  fact 
that  is  co-extensive  with  life  ;  it  is  the  very  principle  by  which 
organisms  rise  from  the  lowest  to  the  most  complex  forms. 
And  thus  the  question  became  wider  and  the  method  of 
treating  it  different.  "  Psychological  memory,"  says  M.  Eibot, 
"  is  merely  a  particular  case  of  biological  memory."  By 
re-estal)lishing  the  continuity  of  apparently  unrelated 
phenomena,  the  psychologists  of  the  physiological  school  come 
unintentionally  nearer  to  the  metaphysicians  than  those 
psychologists  who,  having  separated  man  from  nature  and 
mind  from  life,  confine  themselves  to  the  method  of 
introspection. 

Herbert  Spencer  :  Relation  of  Memory  to  Instinct, 

"Instinct,"  says  Herbert  Spencer,  "may  be  regarded  as  a  kind 
of  organized  memory  ;  and  memory,  on  the  other  hand,  may 
be  regarded  as  a  kind  of  incipient  instinct.  The  automatic 
actions  of  a  bee  building  one  of  its  wax  cells  answer  to  outer 
relations  so  constantly  experienced  that  they  are,  as  it  were, 
organically  remembered.  Conversely,  an  ordinary  recollection 
implies  a  cohesion  of  psychical  states  which  becomes  stronger 
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by  repetition,  and  so  approximates  more  and  more  to  the 
indissoluble,  the  automatic,  or  instinctive  cohesions  "  {Principles 
of  Psychology,  I,  Ch.  VI,  p.  15).  "This  truth  that  memory 
comes  into  existence  when  the  involved  connexions  among 
psychical  states  render  their  succession  imperfectly  automatic 
is  in  harmony  with  the  obverse  truth,  that,  as  fast  as  those 
connexions  among  psychical  states  which  we  form  in  memory 
grow  by  constant  repetition  automatic,  they  cease  to  be  part  of 
memory.  We  do  not  speak  of  ourselves  as  recollecting  relations 
that  have  become  organically  registered.  We  recollect  those 
relations  only  of  which  the  registration  is  incomplete.  No  one 
remembers  that  the  object  at  which  he  looks  has  an  opposite 
side,  or  that  a  certain  modification  of  the  visual  impression 
implies  a  certain  distance,  or  that  the  thing  he  sees  moving 
about  is  a  live  animal  "  {Ibid.  p.  450).- 

Th.  Rihot  :  Memory  the  Universal  Function  of  Organic 
Matter  ;  Physiological  Conditions  of  Memory  ;  Localization  of 
the  Object  of  Memory  in  the  Past. 

M.  Ribot  has  summed  up  with  great  clearness  all  the 
modern  physiological  theories  of  memory.  "By  common 
usage  the  word  memory  has  a  triple  meaning  :  the  conservation 
of  certain  conditions,  their  reproduction,  and  their  localization 
in  the  past.  This,  however,  is  only  a  certain  kind  of  memory, 
that  which  we  call  perfect.  The  three  elements  are  of  unequal 
value:  the  first  two  are  necessary,  indispensable;  the  third, 
which  in  the  language  of  the  schools  is  called  'recollection; 
completes  the  action  of  memory,  but  does  not  constitute  it. 
Suppress  the  first  two,  and  memory  is  annihilated;  suppress 
the  third,  and  memory  ceases  to  exist  in  an  objective,  but  not 
in  a  subjective  sense  "  {Diseases  of  Memory,  p.  10,  Eng.  trans.. 
International  Scientific  Series). 

Even  in  the  inorganic  world,  and  in  the  vegetable  world,  we 
find  phenomena  which  resemble  those  of  memory.  In  the  animal 
kingdom  the  muscular  tissues,  and  even  more  so,  the  nervous 
tissues  present  the  two  properties,  conservation  and  repro- 
duction. Memory  would  thus  appear  to  be  a  "  general  function 
of  organic  matter  "  (Hering,  quoted  by  M.  Ribot).  But  the 
true  type  of  organic  memory  is  to  be  found  in  those  acquired 
movements   which    are   accomplished  unconsciously   (such    as, 
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seeing,  walking,  writing,  etc.).  If  we  examine  its  mode  of  ac- 
quisition, preservation,  and  reproduction,  we  shall  find  that 
this  organic  memory  resembles  psychical  memory  in  all  things 
except  one,  and  that  is  the  absence  of  consciousness.  Ideas, 
like  movements,  are  acquired  more  or  less  quickly,  retained 
more  or  less  perfectly,  and  reproduced  with  greater  or 
less  ease  and  promptitude,— a  thing  which  causes  either  skill 

or  awkwardness. 

As  regards  the  modifications  of  the  organism  implied  in 
organic  memory,  M.  Ribot  says:  "If  organic  memory  is  a 
property  of  animal  life,  of  which  psychical  memory  is  only 
a  particular  phase,  all  that  we  are  able  to  conjecture  with 
regard  to  its  ultimate  conditions  will  apply  equally  well  to 
memory  as  a  whole"  {Ihid.  p.  19). 

In  the  first  place,  what  is  the  seat  of  memory  ?  Bain  says 
"  that  we  may  almost  regard  it  as  proved  that  the  renewed 
feeling  occupies  the  very  same  parts,  and  in  the  same  manner, 
as  the  original  feeling."  Wundt  gives  the  following  proof  of 
this  fact  :  If  we  close  our  eyes  and  hold  up  before  our  imagina- 
tion a  picture  of  a  very  vivid  colour,  and  then  open  our  eyes 
suddenly,  and  turn  them  on  to  a  white  surface,  we  shall  see 
for  an  instant  the  image  beheld  in  imagination,  but  with  a 
complementary  colour.  Thus  we  have  not  one  but  several 
memories  ;  there  is  not  only  one  seat  of  memory  but  special 
seats  for  each  individual  act  of  memory. 

The  general  physiological  conditions  of  memory  are  reduced 
by  M.  Kibot  to  two:  1st,  A  particular  modification  of  the 
nervous  elements  (cells);  2nd,  An  association,  a  special  con- 
nexion between  these  elements.  These  dynamical  associations 
are  of  great  importance.  The  seemingly  most  simple  act  of 
memory  involves  the  working  of  a  very  large  number  of 
nervous  elements.  Each  nervous  element  may  enter  into 
different  combinations.  "The  secondary  automatic  move- 
ments employed  in  swimming  or  dancing  require  certain 
modifications  of  the  muscles  and  joints  already  used  in 
locomotion,  already  registered  in  certain  nervous  elements: 
they  find,  in  fact,  a  memory  already  organized,  many  of  whose 
elements  are  turned  to  their  own  use,  causing  them  to  enter 
into  new  combinations  and  concur  in  the  formation  of  another 
memory.  .  '.  ."     Kibot  compares  the  modified  cell  to  a  letter 
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of  the  alphabet,  which,  itself  remaining  unchanged,  has  helped 
to  form  millions  of  words. 

Add  consciousness  to  these  phenomena  and  we  have 
psychical  memory.  Consciousness  is  a  fact,  the  conditions  of 
which  are  a  nervous  phenomenon,  a  certain  intensity,  and  a 
certain  duration.  "  If  every  state  of  consciousness  implies  as 
an  integral  part  a  nervous  action,  and  if  this  action  produces  a 
permanent  modification  of  the  nervous  centres,  a  state  of  con- 
sciousness will  also  be  recorded  in  the  same  place  and  manner  " 
(p.  40).  Whenever,  for  one  cause  or  another,  the  same  nervous 
condition  recurs,  the  condition  of  consciousness  will  also  recur. 
In  physiological  language,  a  good  memory  is  :  "A  great  number 
of  nervous  elements,  each  modified  in  a  special  manner,  each 
forming  part  of  a  distinct  association,  and  probably  ready  to 
enter  into  others;  and  each  of  these  associations  containing 
within  itself  the  conditions  essential  to  the  existence  of  states 
of  consciousness  "  (p.  45). 

The  distinctive  characteristic  of  psychical  memory  is  recogni- 
tion.    How  are  states  of  consciousness  recognized,  and  attributed 
by  the   individual    to   himself,   which   would   seem   to   imply 
either  the  identity  of  a  being  which  comprehends  and  directs 
its  own  successive  states  or  the  paradoxical  hypothesis  of  "  a 
series  of  feelings  which  can  be  aware  of  itself  as  a  series  ?  " 
(Mill's  Examination  of  Hamilton,  p.  235).     For  this  question,  M. 
Ribot  substitutes  the  following:  By  what  mechanism  is  an  object 
of  memory  localized  in  time  ?     The  explanation  given  by  him  is 
very  ingenious.     States  of  consciousness  have  a  certain  dura- 
tion ;  they  are,  moreover,  as  it  were,  joined  together  end  to 
end,  the  present  by  its  anterior  end  is  joined  to  the  past,  by 
its  posterior  end  to  the  state  that  is  about  to  arise.     "The 
image  travels  backwards  and  forwards  along  the  line  of  the  past  " 
(Taine,  de  VlntelL,  II  1,  Ch.  2,  §7),  until  after  a  number  of 
oscillations  more  or  less  extended,  it  is  fixed.     "  We  determine 
position  in  time,  as  we  determine  position  in  space— by  refer- 
ence to  a  fixed  point,  which  in  the  case  of  time  is  the  present  " 
(p.  49). 

We  judge  distance  in  the  past  to  be  greater  or  less  according 
as  we  travel  back  more  or  less  along  the  line  of  the  past,  and 
according  as  the  intervening  number  of  memories  is,  conse- 
<iuently,  larger  or  smaller.     Localization  in  time  is,  therefore. 
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no  more  a  primitive  fact  than  is  localization  in  space,  and  it 
may  be  said  that  "  memory  is  a  vision  in  time"  In  practice 
we  very  rarely  pass  through  all  the  intervening  stages,  we 
simplify  the  process  by  the  use  of  reference  'points.  The  most 
important  events  of  my  life  exist  for  me  at  a  known  dis- 
tance from  the  present  moment  ;  given  a  memory,  it  is 
sufficient  for  me  to  refer  it  to  one  of  these  great  divisions,  in 
order  to  localize  it  with  sufficient  accuracy  in  the  past.  The 
art  consists,  therefore,  in  passing  rapidly  over  long  intervals, 
as  with  one  glance.  "  We  arrive,  therefore,  at  this  paradoxical 
conclusion,  that  one  condition  of  memory  is  forgetfulness. 
Without  the  total  obliteration  of  an  immense  number  of  states 
of  consciousness,  and  the  momentary  repression  of  many  more, 
recollection  would  be  impossible  "  (Ribot,  p.  61). 

The  Physiological  Theory  confirmed  hy  the  Diseases  of  Memory. 

To  sum  up,  the  physiological  theory  is  that,  memory  is  a 
biological  fact.  In  its  highest  stage  it  comprises  recollections 
that  are  fully  conscious  and  partially  organized  (for  instance,  a 
language  that  one  is  engaged  in  learning).  These  tend  to 
retire  from  the  sphere  of  consciousness  and  to  approach 
organic  memory  {e.g.  native  language).  Next  conies  the  com- 
pletely organized,  and  almost  unconscious  memory  {e.g.  the 
musicians'  art).  Lower  still  there  are  the  registered  ex- 
periences that  imply  the  exercise  of  our  senses  {e.g.  sight,  touch, 
locomotion).  Below  the  compound  reflex  action  representing 
organic  memory  in  its  lowest  term,  there  are  simple,  reflex 
impressions  which  result  from  innate  physiological  conditions. 
It  may  be  that  even  these  reflex  impressions  have  been 
acquired  and  fixed  by  long  continued  experience  in  the 
evolution  of  species,  and  are  thus  the  result  of  a  specifk 
memory. 

In  the  investigation  of  Diseases  of  Memory,  M.  Ribot  finds  a 
confirmation  of  his  theory.  Partial  amnesia  {e.g.  the  loss  of  a 
group  of  recollections,  of  a  foreign  language,  of  a  class  of  words, 
etc.)  proves  that  there  is  not  one  only  but  several  memories. 
Progressive  amnesia,  which  by  a  slow  and  continuous  process  of 
dissolution  leads  to  complete  loss  of  memory,  follows  an  equally 
interesting  law.  The  destruction  of  memory  "  advances  pro- 
gressively from  the  unstable  to  the  stable.      It  begins  with  the 
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most  recent  recollections,  which,  being  imperfectly  fixed  upon  the 
nervous  elements,  rarely  repeated,  and  consequently  having  no 
permanent  associations,  represent  organization  in  its  feeblest 
form.  It  ends  with  the  sensorial  instinctive  memory,  which, 
having  become  an  integral  part  of  the  organism,  represents 
organization  in  its  most  highly  developed  stage.  From  the 
first  term  of  the  series  to  the  last,  the  movement  of  amnesia  is 
governed  by  natural  forces,  and  follows  the  path  of  least  re- 
sistance— that  is  to  say,  of  least  organization.  Thus  pathology 
confirms  fully  what  we  have  already  asserted  of  memory,  viz. 
that  it  is  a  process  of  organizations  varying  between  the  two 
extreme  limits  of  a  new  state  on  the  one  hand  and  organic 
registration  on  the  other  {Ihid.  pp.  121,  122).  According  to 
Ribot,  this  law  of  reversion,  or  regression,  is  further  confirmed 
by  the  fact  that  when  memory  is  re-instated  it  follows  an 
order  the  inverse  of  that  in  which  it  was  lost. 

Conchision  :  Progress  of  the  Psychology  and  Physiology  of 
Memory.  The  Mechanical  Theory  explains  everything  in  Memory, 
except  Menwry  itself. 

From  the  above  historical  survey  it  is  easy  to  perceive 
the  progress  which  has  been  made  in  the  physiology  and 
psychology  of  memory.  This  progress  is  above  all  due  to  the 
labours  of  the  Scottish  and  French  psychologists,  and  to  the 
Associa tionist  school.  The  connection  between,  or  one  miojht 
almost  say,  the  identity,  of  memory  and  habit,  the  physiological 
conditions,  the  psychological  laws,  the  diseases  of  memory  and 
their  regular  course,  are  now  well  known.  But  we  must  not 
forget  that  memory  involves  the  idea  of  time,  that  it  also 
seems  to  imply  personal  identity,  and  that  consequently,  like 
most  of  the  problems  of  psychology,  it  leads  to  a  criticism  and 
metaphysic  of  mind.  Everything  in  memory  is  explained  by 
mechanical  laws  except  memory  itself,  nisi  ipsam  memoriam. 
How  do  we  recognize  the  revived  phenomenon  ?  How  are 
we  to  explain  the  persistence  and  resurrection  of  a  fact  which, 
ex  hypothesi,  is  nothing  but  a  mere  fact,  which  has  no  special 
reality,  and  which  ceases  to  be  for  ever  the  moment  it  passes 
out  of  our  perception  ? 
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By  the  Association  of  Ideas  is  meant  the  fundamental  law  in 
virtue  of  which  ideas  in  the  absence  of  their  objects  suggest 
each  other,  and  are  linked  together  in  memory  and  imagination. 
As  Eeid  remarks,  the  expression  *  Association  of  Ideas  '  is 
inaccurate,  since  not  only  ideas,  but  volitions,  feelings,  and  all 
mental  operations  in  fact,  are  linked  together  in  this  way. 
"  An  idea  awakens  a  judgment  which  gives  rise  to  a  feeling  : 
from  this  feeling  is  born  a  resolution  ;  the  resolution  in  its 
turn  awakens  other  judgments,  and  so  on.  Thus  all  the 
different  kinds  of  mental  phenomena  are  linked  together  and 
mutually  suggest  one  another."  The  history  of  this  law  is 
the  more  interesting,  that  from  having  been  first  noticed  by 
psychologists  in  connection  only  with  memory  and  imagination, 
it  has  gradually  invaded,  as  it  were,  the  whole  realm  of 
intelligence.  For  the  English  Associationist  school,  this  law  is 
the  most  general  principle  of  the  intelligence,  the  law  that 
explains  the  increasing  complexity  of  mental  phenomena,  and 
makes  it  possible  to  find  by  analysis  the  elementary  facts  of 
consciousness,  and  by  synthesis  to  trace  their  progressive 
complication. 


Plato  :  Empirical  Reminiscence. 

Plato  was  the  first  to  draw  attention  to  the  law  of  associa- 
tion. Keason  with  him  is  reminiscence  of  the  Ideas,  a 
re-awakening  within  us  of  the  intelligible.  But  there  is  an 
empirical    reminiscence    which,   in    the    realm   of    opinion,  is 
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analogous  to  the  rational  processes  whereby  we  come  into 
possession  of  true  knowledge.  In  the  PKaedo,  Plato,  by 
starting  from  the  laws  of  empirical  reminiscence,  arrives  at 
the  formulation  of  the  laws  of  rational  reminiscence. 

"  And  what  is  the  nature  of  this  knowledge  or  recollection  ?  I  mean  to 
ask,  whether  a  person,  who,  having  seen  or  heard  or  in  any  way  perceived 
anything,  knows  not  only  that,  but  has  a  conception  of  something  else 
which  is  the  subject,  not  of  the  same  but  of  some  other  kind  of  know- 
ledge, may  not  be  said  to  recollect  (àvefivTjffdTf)  that  of  which  he  has  the 
conception  "  (Phaedo,  73). 

Here  we  have  the  Association  of  Ideas  in  general.  Plato 
gives  two  examples  of  it. 

"  The  knowledge  of  a  lyre  is  not  the  same  as  the  knowledge  of  a  man  ? 
'  True  '  !  '  And  yet  what  is  the  feeling  of  lovers  when  they  recognize  a  lyre, 
or  a  garment,  or  anything  else  which  the  beloved  has  been  in  the  habit  of 
using  ?  Do  they  not  from  knowing  the  lyre,  form  in  the  mind's  eye  an 
image  of  the  youth  to  whom  the  lyre  belongs  ?  And  this  is  recollection. 
In  like  manner  anyone  who  sees  Simmias  may  remember  Cebes  ;  and 
there  are  endless  examples  of  the  same  thing  '  "  (Ibid.). 

In  this  passage  Plato  refers  to  cases  where  two  objects 
having  been  perceived  simultaneously,  the  idea  of  one  calls  up 
the  idea  of  the  other.  This  is  what  we  now  call  the  law  of 
contiguity  in  time. 

"  *  And  from  the  picture  of  Simmias  you  may  be  led  to  remember 
Cebes ?' — 'True.'  ' Or  you  may  also  be  led  to  the  recollection  of  Simmias 
himself?'— 'True.' 

This  is  an  example  of  the  law  of  similarity,  to  use  the 
expression  of  thé  English  Associationists.     Plato  concludes  that, 

'In  all  these  cases,  the  recollection  may  he  derived  from  thiiigs  either 
like  or  unlike  '  "  (Ibid.  73  d). 

It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that,  though  the  facts  were 
correctly  observed  by  Plato,  his  statement  of  them  is  wanting 
in  precision. 

Aristotle  :  the  Association  of  Ideas  is  the  Principle  of  Réminis- 
cence ;  Laws  of  Association  ;  Suggestion  by  Resemblance,  Con- 
trast and  Contiguity. 

In  his  treatment  of  this  question,  Aristotle  gives  an 
example  of  his  marvellous  powers  of  observation.     Hamilton 
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claims  for  him  the  honour  of  having  discovered  the  three  great 
laws  of  association  (Reid's  Works,  Note  D),  and  on  this  point 
A.  Bain  agrees  with  him  (Aristotle  s  Psychology  :  The  Senses  and 
the  Intellect,  Appendix).  Aristotle  discriminates  between 
memory  {/uLv/j/uLfj)  and  recollection  (àvd/j.vt](nç).  The  /uLvrj/uirj  is 
passive  memory,  the  spontaneous  reproduction  of  past  percep- 
tions. The  àva/uLpr](Tiç  is  the  active  reproduction  of  these  same 
perceptions  and  implies  an  effort  or  will  to  recover  a  past 
cognition.  It  is  peculiar  to  man,  who  is  the  only  being  capable 
of  judgment  and  reflection.  The  problem  then  is.  How  is 
it  possible  to  recover  a  lost  cognition  ?  The  solution  of  this 
problem  is  to  be  found  in  the  association  of  ideas,  in  the 
relations  connecting  them  with  one  another,  which  tend  to  form 
a  continuous  series  (Be  Memor.  et  Reminisc.  Ch.  II).  Phenomena 
follow  each  other  in  a  regular  sequence,  and  likewise  impres- 
sions, and  the  movements  communicated  by  them  to  our 
bodies  (wy  yap  e^et  ra  irpay/aaTa  irpoç  aWrfKa  tw  eipe^fjç  ovtcû 
KOI  al  Kiv^ceic).  The  Soul  is  the  form  of  the  body,  and  can  only 
be  separated  from  the  body  by  an  act  of  mental  abstraction. 
Hence,  there  is  between  the  two  terms  a  continuous  parallelism, 
and  what  are  impressions  in  the  soid  are  in  the  body  sensa- 
tions and  images.  The  series  of  external  phenomena  become, 
in  the  body,  a  series  of  movements,  and,  in  the  mind,  a 
corresponding  series  of  sensations  and  images.  Thus  there  is 
a  regular  order  in  the  succession  of  mental  facts.  Cognitions 
tend  to  be  reproduced  in  the  same  order  as  that  in  which  they 
were  acquired.  The  consequents  follow  their  antecedents 
either  by  a  necessary  sequence  (e^  àvâyKtjç),  or  owing  to  habit 
which  is  more  frequently  the  case  (edei  wç  ctti  to  ttoXv). 

In  the  sequence  that  arises  from  habit,  the  consequent 
either  resembles  its  antecedent  (à<^'  o/moiov),  or  is  the  contrary 
of  it,  the  law  of  contrast  (t]  evavTiov),  or  has  been  perceived  in 
contiguity  with  it  (17  too  a-vveyyv^).  It  is  easy  to  see  how 
these  relations  between  our  ideas  render  reminiscence  possible. 
We  look  for  the  required  idea  by  starting  from  some  antece- 
dent with  which  it  is  connected,  then  we  proceed  from  one 
remembered  object  to  another,  until  we  come  on  the  one  in 
which  we  are  interested.  When,  for  instance,  we  wish  to 
recall  a  forgotten  line  or  verse,  we  begin  by  repeating  the 
first  word.     The  same  antecedent  may,  it  is  true,  reawaken 


different  consequents  at  different  moments,  but  it  generally 
recalls  the  one  that  habitually  followed  it  in  the  past.  We 
may  then  conclude  with  Hamilton  : 

1"  "That  Aristotle  observed  the  relation  of  succession  which  in  the 
reproduction  of  internal  movements  connects  the  consequent  with  the 
antecedent  ;  T  that  he  observed  the  similarity  between  the  movements 
attending  reproduction,  and  those  which  accompany  the  production  of 
cognitions,  and  also  the  harmony  between  the  order  of  cognitions  and  the 
order  of  objects  ;  3°  that  he  made  a  distinction  between  necessary 
sequences  in  the  chain  of  mental  images,  and  sequences  that  are  con- 
tingent and  formed  through  habit  ;  4°  that  he  noted  the  relation  in 
virtue  of  which  the  facility  of  recollection  is  subordinate  to  the  order  of 
the  ideas  ;  5°  that  having  first,  di-awn  a  distinction  between  voluntary 
and  involuntary  reminiscence,  he  reduced  the  general  laws  of  repro- 
duction to  the  three  relations  of  similarity,  contrast,  and  contiguity  in 
space  and  time  "  (Luigi  Ferri,  Theories  of  Association,  p.  340). 

We  must,  however,  not  forget  that  the  association  of  ideas 
is  a  universal  law,  which  governs  passive  memory  as  well  as 
voluntary  and  human  memory.  The  characteristic  of  what 
Aristotle  calls  reminiscence  or  active  memory  is  not  so  much 
the  association  of  images  as  the  act  of  making  use  of  these 
laws  with  a  definite  object  in  view. 

Stoics:  Law  0/ Similarity,  The  Epicureans  :  Dovhle  Function 
of  Association. 

The  theory  of  the  Stoics  concerning  intelligence  was  purely 
empirical.  The  processes  by  which  they  explain  the  formation 
of  general  ideas,  of  the  7rpo\7jy\reLç  or  anticipations,  the  elements 
and  principles  of  reasoning,  are  laws  of  association. 

"All  our  thoughts  [according  to  the  Stoics]  are  formed  either  by 
indirect  perception,  or  by  similarity,  or  analogy,  or  transposition,  or 
combination,  or  opposition.  By  a  direct  perception  we  perceive  those 
things  which  are  the  object  of  sense  ;  by  similarity  those  which  start 
from  some  point  present  to  our  senses  ;  as,  for  instance,  we  form  an  idea 
of  Socrates  from  his  bust.  We  draw  our  conclusions  by  analogy,  adopting 
either  an  increased  idea  of  the  thing,  as  of  Tityus,  or  the  Cyclops  ;  or  a 
diminished  idea,  as  of  a  pigmy.  So,  too,  the  idea  of  the  centre  of  the 
world  was  one  derived  by  analogy  from  what  we  perceived  to  be  the  case 
of  the  smaller  spheres.  We  use  transposition  when  we  fancy  eyes  in  a 
man's  breast  ;  combination  when  we  take  in  the  idea  of  a  centaur  ; 
opposition  when  we  turn  our  thoughts  to  death"  (D.L.  VII,  52,  53). 
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These  statements  of  Diogenes  Laertius  are  confirmed  by  a 
passage  in  Cicero.  Cicero  mentions  four  different  ways  in 
which  the  irpoXrjy^eiç  are  formed  :  usu  by  experience,  through 
which  we  acquire  the  most  general  and  common  notions,  as  of 
red,  white,  etc.,  conjunctione  by  combination,  similitudine  by 
resemblance,  collatione  rationum  per  analogiam  by  comparison 
of  relations.  From  this  we  see  that  the  Stoics  gave  most 
prominence  to  the  law  of  similarity,  as  it  is  now  called, 
and  to  its  divers  forms,  namely,  to  resemblance,  properly  so 
called,  analogy,  or  the  discernment  of  the  relations  amongst 
difference,  and  combinations  and  contrast. 

Although  they  did  not  admit  the  existence  of  any  a  priori 
principles,  or  principles  anterior  to  experience,  the  Stoics 
attributed  the  principal  part  in  cognition  to  the  mind's 
activity.  The.  more  crudely  empirical  Epicureans,  on  the 
other  hand,  based  the  whole  of  empirical  knowledge  on 
sensation. 

"Every  notion  proceeds  from  the  senses  either  directly  or  in  conse- 
quence of  some  analogy,  or  proportion,  or  combination  "  {D.L.  X,  32). 

What  Epicurus  calls  7r|0oXv\|/-etç  or  antecedent  notions,  iwtitia 
renim  (Cic.  Acad.  II,  44),  are  the 

"  ïiecollection  of  one  or  more  external  objects  often  perceived  before. 
Such,  for  instance,  is  this  idea  :  'Man  is  a  being  of  such  and  such  a  nature.' 
At  the  same  moment  that  we  utter  the  word  man,  we  conceive  the  figure 
of  a  man  in  virtue  of  a  preconception  which  we  owe  to  the  preceding 
operation  of  the  senses"  {D.L,  X,  33). 

Does  not  this  amount  to  saying  that  all  intelligence  can  be 
traced  to  the  association  of  ideas  ?  First  we  liave  sensations, 
then  the  general  notions,  man,  animal,  etc.,  abstracted  from 
sensations  by  resemblance,  analogy,  and  combination  ;  lastly, 
we  apply  these  general  notions  to  particular  cases.  For 
instance,  before  we  can  judge  whether  a  distant  object  is  a 
horse  or  an  ox,  we  must  first  have  an  idea  of  these  two 
animals.  From  the  sensations  produced  by  a  large  number 
of  oxen,  we  have  disengaged  l^y  means  of  analogy,  resemblance, 
and  composition  the  general  idea  of  an  ox  ;  and  whether  we 
hear  the  word  ox  pronounced,  or  perceive  in  the  distance  an 
animal  of  the  species,  the  general  idea  of  the  ox  and  the 
images  which   are  condensed  into   it  are   suggested  to  us  by 


association.  To  sum  up,  association  plays  a  double  part  in 
the  theory  of  Epicurus.  It  is  by  association  that  we  abstract 
from  sensations  the  antecedent  notions,  the  general  principles 
by  which  phenomena  are  comprehensible  and  have  orderly 
coherence.  Again,  it  is  by  association  that  we  apply  these 
antecedent  notions,  these  general  forms  to  particular  cases. 
It  is  impossible  to  deny  the  analogy  between  this  doctrine 
and  that  of  modern  empiricists.  In  its  details  it  is  less 
complete,  but  the  principle  is  the  same.  Experience  provides 
us  with  the  notions  and  general  laws  by  which  it  is  possible 
to  comprehend  experience,  and  these  notions  and  laws  are 
merely  hal)its  which  correspond  in  the  mind  to  analogy  and 
to  the  resemblances  and  combinations  of  sensation. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  law  of  the  association  of  ideas  was 
not  unknown  to  the  ancients,  and  that  in  the  Stoic  and 
Epicurean  theories  of  cognition  this  law  plays  a  most  important 
part.  These  schools  had,  however,  directed  their  attention 
chiefly  to  the  associations  of  similarity,  and  they  neither 
attempt  to  make  any  strict  classification  of  the  laws  of 
association,  nor  to  connect  them  with  any  universal  law  of 
thought.  Aristotle  alone  gave  the  problem  a  psychological 
solution,  and  his  successors  were  able  neither  to  adopt  nor 
to  develop  it.  It  was  left  to  modern  philosophy  to  accomplish 
this  task. 

Descartes  :  The  Association  of  Ideas  depends  on  the  Relation 
of  Mind  to  Body,     Physiological  Theory. 

Experience,  in  the  Cartesian  school,  was  only  a  confused 
knowledge  depending  on  the  union  of  mind  and  body.  The 
association  of  ideas,  as  well  as  memory  (see  al)ove),  resolves 
itself  into  the  laws  of  this  union.  The  two  problems  were 
confounded  by  the  Cartesians,  w^ho  treated  the  association  of 
ideas,  like  memory,  as  both  a  psychological  and  physiological 
fact.  "  All  the  most  lively  and  subtle  elements  of  the  blood," 
says  Descartes,  "which  are  rarified  by  the  warmth  of  the 
heart,  enter  continually  in  large  quantities  into  the  cavities 
of  the  brain.  .  .  .  These  extremely  subtle  elements  of 
the  blood  constitute  the  animal  spirits  "  {Passions^  I,  A,  10). 
By  the  impulse  of  external  objects  the  animal  spirits  are 
moved  in  divers  ways,  and,  being  diffused  through  different 
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channels,  ascend  to  the  pineal  gland,  the  seat  of  the  soul. 
Hence  arise  sensations.  But  "  it  must  be  observed  that  all 
the  things  which  the  soul  perceives  through  the  medium 
of  the  nerves  may  also  be  represented  to  it  by  means  of  the 
fortuitous  course  of  the  spirits  "  {Pass.  I,  A,  26). 

The  repetition  of  nervous  vibration  modifies  the  cerebral 
matter,  and  a  path  is  formed  in  which  the  animal  spirits  will 
in  future  travel  more  easily.  Now,  in  virtue  of  the  laws  of 
the  union  of  mind  and  body,  the  animal  spirits  cannot  meet 
and  fall  into  these  tracks  and  open  ways,  so  to  speak,  without 
awakening  in  the  mind  an  image  corresponding  to  the  original 
sensation. 


Malehranchc  :  The  Traces  in  the  Brain^  and  their  Co7incction 
with  Ideas  :   Relations  between  the  Ideas  themselves. 

The  Cartesian  theory  was  developed  by  Malebranche  and 
Spinoza,  and  applied  by  them  to  the  association  of  ideas. 
According  to  Malebranche,  the  body  does  not  act  on  the  mind, 
nor  the  mind  on  the  body.  "  The  only  connection  between 
them  is  a  natural  and  mutual  correspondence  between  the 
thoughts  of  the  mind  and  the  traces  in  the  brain  "  (Rech.  de  la 
Vérité,  1st  Part,  V).  The  problem  of  the  association  of  ideas 
is  therefore  twofold.  We  have  to  discover  the  laws  which 
govern — 1st,  the  connection  between  ideas  and  the  traces  in 
the  brain  ;  2nd,  the  connection  between  these  traces,  and, 
consequently,  between  the  ideas  themselves. 

Malebranche  reduces  the  causes  of  the  connection  between 
the  traces  in  the  brain  and  the  ideas  to  three  : 

"  The  first  and  most  general  cause  is  the  identlti/  of  time.  If,  when  the 
idea  of  God  arose  in  my  mind,  my  brain  was  at  the  same  time  struck  by 
the  sight  of  those  three  letters  Jah^  or  by  the  sound  of  that  same  word,  it 
will  be  enough  that  the  tracks  produced  by  these  letters  or  their  sound 
should  recur,  in  order  to  make  me  think  of  God  ;  and  it  will  be  impossible 
for  me  to  think  of  God  without  there  appearing  in  my  brain  some  con- 
fused tracks  of  the  letters  or  the  sounds  which  accompanied  the  thoughts  I 
had  of  God.  The  second  cause  of  the  connection  between  the  ideas  and  the 
traces  (and  this  second  cause  always  presupposes  the  first),  is  the  humanwill. 
As  an  example  of  this,  we  may  mention  language.  Without  the  constant 
will  of  men,  the  connection  between  signs  and  ideas  would  be  a  fortuitous 
and,  consequently,  ephemeral  one.  The  third  cause  of  the  connection 
between  the  ideas  and  these  tracks  is  Nature  or  the  constant  and  immutable 
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will  of  the  Creatoi'.  There  is,  for  instance,  a  connection  which  is  natural 
and  in  no  wise  dependent  upon  our  will,  between  the  two  traces  produced 
by  a  tree  or  a  mountain  which  we  see,  and  the  ideas,  tree,  or  mountain. 
These  natural  connections  are  the  strongest  of  all  ;  they  are,  in  general^ 
the  same  in  all  men,  and  they  are  absolutely  necessary  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  life  "  {lUd.). 

The  traces  in  the  brain  and  the  ideas  being  of  a  hetero- 
geneous nature  and  there  being  no  point  of  contact  between 
them,  they  cannot  act  upon  one  another.  But  according  to 
the  theory  of  occasional  causes,  there  is  no  movement  of  the 
body  on  the  occasion  of  which  a  movement  does  not  occur  in 
the  mind  ;  and  conversely.  There  is,  therefore,  a  constant 
relation  between  the  traces  in  the  brain  and  the  ideas.  This 
connection  has  three  causes.  The  first,  which  is  involved  in 
the  two  others,  is  the  identity  of  time.  The  second  is  the 
human  will,  which,  utilizing  the  identity  of  time,  creates,  for 
instance,  language.  The  third  is  the  Divine  institution,  by 
which  the  same  traces  always  correspond  to  the  same  ideas. 

Let  us  now  consider  the  association  of  ideas,  properly  so 
called. 

**  This  relation  consists  in  that  the  traces  in  the  brain  are  so  closely 
connected  one  with  the  other,  that  it  is  impossible  for  any  of  them  to 
recur  without  all  those  also  recurring  which  were  impressed  at  the  same 
time.  If  a  man,  for  instance,  assists  at  some  public  ceremony,  observes  all 
the  circumstances  and  all  the  principal  personages  present  at  it,  the  time, 
the  place,  the  day,  and  every  other  detail,  it  will  be  enough  for  him  to 
recall  to  his  memory  the  place  or  some  circumstance  belonging  to  the 
ceremony  even  less  remarkable,  in  order  that  all  the  others  may  also 
come  back  to  his  mind.  .  .  .  The  cause  of  this  connection  between  several 
tracks  is  the  identity  of  the  time  in  which  they  were  impressed  upon  the 
brain  ;  for  it  is  enough  that  several  traces  were  produced  at  the  same 
time,  to  make  it  impossible  for  any  of  them  to  be  reproduced  without  all 
the  rest  ;  for  the  reason  that  the  animal  spirits,  finding  the  path  made  by 
all  the  traces  left  at  the  same  time  open,  continue  to  travel  along  this 
path,  because  they  can  do  so  there  more  easily  than  in  any  other  part  of  the 
brain  ;  and  this  is  the  cause  of  memory  and  of  other  bodily  habits  which 
we  have  in  common  with  animals  "  {Ibid.). 

Besides  the  case  of  contiguity  in  time,  as  it  is  called  by  the 
Associationists,  Malebranche  also  noticed  what  they  call  the  law 
of  similarity,  but  he  saw  in  it  only  the  most  conmion  cause  of 
the  confusion  and  deceptiveness  of  our  ideas. 
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"We  imagine  things  more  vividly  according  as  the  tracks  are  more 
deeply  and  better  engraven,  and  the  animal  spirits  have  travelled  along 
them  more  frequently  and  with  more  force  ;  and  when  the  spirits  have 
passed  several  times  through  them  they  enter  into  them  with  more  ease 
than  into  other  places  which  are  quite  near,  but  through  which  they  have 
«ither  never  passed  or  have  not  passed  so  often." 

What  is  the  result  of  this  ? 

"  The  animal  spirits  which  have  been  set  in  motion  by  the  action  of 
■external  objects,  or  even  by  command  of  the  soul,  in  order  to  produce 
cei'tain  tracks  in  the  brain,  frequently  produce  other  tracks  which,  in 
truth,  resemble  the  first  in  something,  but  are  not  the  tracks  of  exactly  the 
same  objects,  nor  those  which  the  soul  desiied  to  represent  to  herself  ; 
because  the  animal  spirits  finding  some  resistance  in  the  parts  of  the  brain 
whereby  they  should  pass,  are  easily  turned  aside,  and  crowd  into  the 
deeper  tracks  of  ideas  that  are  more  familar  to  us.  Thus  it  is,  for 
instance,  that  some  short-sighted  persons  think  they  see  a  face  in  the 
moon.  This  is  because  we  often  look  at  faces,  and  that  the  spirits  enter 
more  easily  into  the  tracks  to  which  the  ideas  of  face  are  connected 
by  nature  "  {Rech.  de  la   Vérite\  II,  I,  2nd  Part,  Ch.  II). 

In  a  word,  there  are  in  the  brain,  as  it  were,  paths  traced 
out.  When  the  animal  spirits,  in  making  for  themselves  a 
new  road,  intersect  one  of  these  widely  opened  paths,  they  are 
carried  away  in  it  by  their  own  force,  and  it  is  thus  that 
association  by  similarity  is  caused,  as  when  the  mind  passes, 
for  instance,  from  the  idea  of  the  moon  to  the  idea  of  a  face. 
Association  by  similarity  is  ultimately  traceable  to  associa- 
tion by  identity  in  time.  Two  ideas  which  suggest  one  another 
by  similarity  are  ideas  which  have  common  elements,  the 
traces  of  which,  consequently,  intersect  each  other  at  a  given 
point.  What  awakens  the  idea  of  a  face  when  I  see  the  moon 
is  the  element  common  to  a  face  and  the  moon.  If  the  idea 
of  the  face  reappears,  it  is  because  the  common  element  in  the 
face  and  the  moon  was  perceived  in  the  face  and  the  moon  at 
the  same  time,  and  because  this  element  and  the  other  elements 
in  the  face  formed  part  of  the  same  act  of  cognition.  Thus 
Malebranche  anticipated  the  reduction  of  the  laws  of  associa- 
tion into  what  Hamilton  calls  the  law  of  redintegration. 

Malebranche  anticipates  the  Associationist  Doctrine, 

Malebranche  not  only  pointed  out  the  laws  of  association, 
and  gave  an  ingenious  physiological  explanation  of  these  laws, 
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but  he  was  also,  in  fact,  the  precursor  of  modern  associationism. 
We  recognize  in  his  work  the  two  leading  ideas  of  this  doctrine  : 
that  of  the  complexity  of  phenomena  that  appear  simple  to 
consciousness,  and  the  reduction  of  causality  to  constant  suc- 
cession. In  connection  with  the  illusions  of  the  senses,  he 
applied  what  Mill  called  the  psychological  methody  in  contrast 
to  the  introspective  metJwd.  How  is  it  that  the  moon 
appears  larger  at  the  horizon  than  at  its  zenith  ?  This  seems 
to  be  a  simple  intuition,  immediately  given  by  the  senses.  In 
reality  the  moon  appears  to  us  larger  because  we  think  it  is 
further  off,  and  this  unconscious  and  natural  judgment,  as 
Malebranche  calls  it,  is  a  complex  fact  implying  a  large  num- 
ber of  anterior  experiences. 

Malebranche  does  not,  it  is  true,  deny  causality,  but  he  will 
not  admit  that  it  is  to  be  found  anywhere  except  in  God, 
who  alone  acts  in  the  universe.  He  has  consequently  to 
account  for  the  delusion  which  makes  us  attribute  causality 
both  to  the  bodies  which  surround  us  and  to  our  own  minds; 
and  the  arguments  by  which  he  refutes  our  supposed  knowledge 
of  causes  are  the  same  as  those  used  by  Hume  later,  and,  like 
Hume,  he  reduces  the  idea  of  cause  to  the  idea  of  constant 
succession.  What  does  the  knowledge  of  causes  imply  ?  A 
true  cause  is  a  cause  between  which  and  its  effect  the  mind 
perceives  a  necessary  connection  {Rech.  de  la  Vér.,  VI,  2nd 
Part,  Chap.  II,  3).  But  do  we  ever  apprehend  such  a  positive 
effectual  action,  such  a  real  production  of  one  thing  by  another  ? 
Can  we  in  physical  phenomena  find  the  effective  action  of 
created  things  ? 

"Let  us  suppose  that  a  ball  is  moved,  and  that  in  its  line  of  motion  it 
meets  another  ball  which  is  at  rest,  experience  tells  us  that  this  other  ball 
will  infallibly  be  moved,  and  that  to  an  extent  which  can  be  exactly 
calculated  "  (7th  Entretien  métaph.). 

But  experience  cannot  tell  me  that  it  is  the  first  ball  that 
moves  the  second.  Shall  we  be  more  successful  if,  instead  of 
things,  we  consider  ourselves  ? 

"  Because  they  are  inwardly  affected  by  the  consciousness  of  their  own 
efforts,  men  are  led  to  believe  that  the  soul  is  the  true  cause  of  the  move- 
ments of  the  body  (7th  Entret.  met.).  But  what  connection  is  there 
between  my  volition  and  the  movement  of  my  arm,  between  that  spiritual 
act  and  the  motion  of  the  animal  spirits,  which  out  of  a  million  others 
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choose  certain  nervous  channels  which  are  unknown  to  me,  in  order  to 
cause  in  me  the  movement  I  desire,  by  means  of  an  infinity  of  movements 
which  I  do  not  desire?"  {Rech.  de  la  Vérite\  15th  Eclaircissement). 

How  is  it,  then,  that  something  outside  us  seems  to  corre- 
spond to  our  notion  of  causality  ?  How  is  it,  for  instance, 
that  my  volition  to  move  my  arm  is  always  followed  by  a 
movement  of  my  arm  ?  The  constant  relations  which  we 
observe  belween  phenomena  rest  "  on  the  immutable  founda- 
tion of  the  divine  decrees  "  (7  th  Entretien  métaphysique), 

"God  willed,  and  still  unceasingly  wills,  that  the  modes  of  the  mind 
and  of  the  body  should  be  in  mutual  correspondence.  Herein  lies  the 
union  and  the  natural  interdependence  of  the  two  elements  of  which  we 
are  composed.  God  has  bound  together  all  His  works  ;  not  that  He  has 
created  in  them  connecting  entities  ;  He  has  made  them  subordinate  to 
one  another  without  investing  them  with  efficient  qualities"  (7th  Ent. 
metaph.). 

In  a  w^ord,  God  alone  acts  :  He  is  the  only  cause.  But  in 
His  supreme  wisdom  He  does  not  act  at  random  :  His  univer- 
sal action  is  in  conformity  with  universal  immutable  laws.  In 
the  world  of  phenomena  the  notion  of  causality  is,  therefore, 
reducible  to  the  idea  of  law,  or  of  constant  relation,  and  this 
is  also  the  theory  of  modern  science.  The  illusion  of  the  human 
mind  lies,  as  Hume  said  afterwards,  in  changing  constant 
succession  into  a  cause.  To  use  Malebranche's  own  words, 
"  We  consider  that  a  thing  is  the  cause  of  some  effect  when 
it  is  always  accompanied  by  the  latter  "  {Rech.  de  la  Vérité^ 
IV,  Ch.  X). 

"  Men  never  fail  to  imagine  that  a  thing  is  the  cause  of  a  certain  effect 
when  the  two  are  joined  together,  even  in  cases  where  the  true  cause  of 
that  effect  is  unknown  to  them.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  every  one  infers 
that  a  ball  which  is  in  motion  and  meets  another  ball  is  the  true  and 
principal  cause  of  the  motion  which  it  communicates  to  the  second  ball  ; 
that  the  will  of  the  soul  is  the  true  and  principal  cause  of  the  movement 
of  the  arm,  and  other  similar  prejudices  ;  because  it  always  happens  that  a 
ball  is  set  in  motion  by  the  impact  of  another  ball,  that  our  arms  are 
moved  every  time  we  will  it,  and  that  we  cannot  sensibly  perceive  what 
other  thing  could  be  the  cause  of  this  movement  "  {Rech.  de  la  Vérité,  III, 
2nd  Part,  Ch.  III). 

Thus  the  origin  of  our  idea  of  cause,  although  Malebranche 
does  not  say  it  in  so  many  words,  is  to  be  found  in  the  law 
of  association  by  identity  of  time.     Historically,  Malebranche 
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is  the  forerunner  of  the  associationist  theory.  The  idealism  of 
Berkeley  was  derived  from  the  doctrine  of  occasional  causes; 
and  the  scepticism  of  Hume,  who  himself  profited  by  the 
teaching  of  the  French  philosophers,  is  merely  the  logical 
development  of  the  idealism  of  Berkeley. 

Spinoza:  Distinction  between  Empii^ical  and  Intellectnal 
Association. 

Spinoza  adheres  closely  to  the  Cartesian  theory,  of  which  he 
gives  an  accurate  exposition.  "  Memory,"  he  says,  "  is  nothing 
else  than  a  certain  concatenation  of  ideas,  involving  the  nature 
of  things  which  are  outside  the  human  body,  a  concatenation 
which  corresponds  in  the  mind  to  the  order  and  concatenation 
of  the  affections  of  the  human  body  "  {Ethics,  Part  II,  Prop. 
XVIII,  Scholium).  The  human  body  has  only  to  be  once 
affected  simultaneously  by  two  external  bodies,  for  the  image 
of  one  to  be  suggested  by  the  image  of  the  other.  It  is  a 
mere  matter  of  accident,  and  varies  with  individuals. 

"  In  this  manner  each  person  will  turn  from  one  thought  to  another^ 
according  to  the  manner  in  which  the  habit  of  each  has  arranged  the 
ideas  of  things  in  the  body.  The  soldier,  for  instance,  if  he  sees  the 
footsteps  of  a  horse  in  the  sand,  will  immediately  turn  from  the  thought 
of  a  horse  to  the  thought  of  a  horseman,  and  so  to  the  thought  of  war. 
The  countryman,  on  the  other  hand,  from  the  thought  of  a  horse  will 
turn  to  the  thought  of  his  plough,  his  field,  etc." 

Spinoza  distinguishes  this  connection  "  which  takes  place 
according  to  the  order  and  concatenation  of  the  affections  of 
the  human  body,"  "from  the  concatenation  of  ideas  which 
takes  place  according  to  the  order  of  the  intellect  and  enables 
the  mind  to  perceive  things  through  their  first  causes,  and  is 
the  same  in  all  men"  {Eth.  II,  13,  Schol.).  As  external 
objects  do  not  always  follow  one  another  in  the  same  order, 
the  imagination  is  subject  to  a  kind  of  fluctuation,  and 
represents  things  belonging  to  the  future  as  contingent.  For 
instance,  a  boy  will  see,  several  days  in  succession,  Peter  in 
the  morning  and  Simeon  in  the  evening,  but  one  evening  he 
sees  James  instead  of  Simeon.  "  Therefore,  his  imagination 
will  fluctuate,  and  will  connect  with  a  future  evening,  first 
one,  and  then  the  other  "  {Ihid.  44,  Schol.). 

The    peculiar   characteristic   of   reason,   that   which  distin- 
guishes it  from  mere  empirical  expectation,  is  that  it  perceives 
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things  as  necessary  and  under  the  form  of  eternity,  suh  specie 
œternitatis.  Thus  the  association  of  ideas  varies  with  in- 
dividuals and  in  the  same  individual;  it  depends  on  the 
succession  of  phenomena  in  time  and  creates  the  appearance 
of  contingency.  Eeason  is  self-identical,  immutable,  sees  things 
under  the  form  of  eternity,  and,  in  the  consciousness  of  an 
absolute  necessity,  dispels  the  illusion  of  chance  or  accident  in 
things. 

Leibnitz  :  The  Association  of  Ideas  the  Basis  of  Animal  In- 
telligence. 

Such  was  the  theory  of  the  great  Cartesian  School.  The 
association  of  ideas  was,  like  memory,  referred  to  organic 
modifications.  But  we  must  notice  two  things.  The  first  is, 
that  what  is  spiritual  in  the  phenomenon  does  not  depend  on 
the  body,  but  on  its  union  with  the  soul.  The  second  is,  that 
the  association  of  ideas,  which  is  purely  empirical  and  only 
reproduces  the  sequence  of  external  phenomena,  could  in  no 
case  furnish  the  principles  by  which  the  consciousness  of  it  is 
possible.  Leibnitz  regards  the  association  of  ideas  as  being 
characteristic  of  animal  intelligence  {Neiv  Essays,  II,  33; 
Monadology,  26,  27,  28).  "  Memory  furnishes  the  soul  with  a 
kind  of  consecutiveness  which  resembles  (imitates)  reason,  but 
which  is  to  be  distinguished  from  it  "  {Monad,  26). 

«  Man  as  well  as  the  animal  is  inclined  to  put  together  in  his  memory 
and  imagination  what  he  has  observed  united  in  his  perceptions  and 
experience.  It  is  in  this  that  all  the  reasoning,  if  so  it  may  be  called,  of 
animals  consists,  and  often  that  of  men,  so  far  as  they  are  empirical,  and 
govern  themselves  by  the  senses  and  examples,  without  examining  whether 
the  same  reason  still  has  force  "  {New  Essays^  II,  33). 

These  "non-natural"  associations  of  ideas  are  due  to  the 
repetition  of  an  experience,  or  to  a  single  very  violent  impres- 
sion. "  For  often  a  strong  impression  produces  all  at  once  the 
same  impression  as  a  long-formed  habit,  or  as  do  many,  or  oft- 
repeated  ordinary  impressions  "  {Monad.  27). 

Increasing  Importance  of  the  Part  played  by  Association  in  the 
Empirical  Theories  of  Cognition.     Hobbes  :  Discursus  Mentalis. 

In  the  English  empirical  school,  the  association  of  ideas 
assumed  an  importance  which  went  on  increasing  until  this 
law   came   to   be   regarded  as  the  sole  principle  of  life  and 
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of  thought.  In  a  chapter  of  the  Leviathan  (Chap.  Ill,  de 
consequentia  sive  série  imaginatioiium),  Hobbes  reduces  the 
series  of  psychical  phenomena,  which  he  calls  discursus 
mentalis,  to  a  series  of  physical  movements.  He  traces 
thought  back  to  images,  these  images  to  the  sensations  of  which 
they  are  a  continuation,  and  sensations  to  the  movements 
which  cause  them.  "  The  order  of  the  images  is  the  same  as 
that  of  the  sensations,  which  in  its  turn  follows  the  order  of 
the  motions  in  the  brain,  and  those  motions  that  immediately 
succeed  one  another  in  the  sense  continue  also  together  after 
sense  ;  in  so  much  as  the  former  coming  again  to  take  place 
and  be  predominant,  the  latter  folio  we  th  by  coherence  of  the 
matter  moved,  in  such  manner  as  water  upon  a  plane  table  is 
drawn  which  way  any  one  part  of  it  is  guided  by  the  finger  " 
{Leviathan,  Chap.  III). 

The  train  of  thoughts,  or  discursus  mentalis,  is  irregular  in 
reverie  and  in  dreams,  "  regular  when  it  is  regulated  by  some 
desire  and  design.  .  .  .  From  desire  ariseth  the  thought  of 
some  means  we  have  seen  produce  the  like  of  that  which  we 
aim  at  "  {Ibid.).  Even  the  inquiry  into  the  unknown,  which 
is  peculiar  to  man,  is  nothing  else  than  the  establishment  of 
a  train  of  thought  going  from  consequent  to  antecedent,  or 
from  antecedent  to  consequent.  The  principal  relations  which 
govern  this  train  of  thought  are  those  of  resemblance,  time, 
space,  of  cause  to  effect,  principle  to  consequent,  means  to 
end,  sign  to  the  thing  signified. 

Locke  distinguishes  between  Natural  and  Accidental  Associa- 
tion of  Ideas.  He  allows  a  Place  to  the  Activity  of  the  Mind 
in  Association. 

In  the  chapter  which  he  devotes  to  the  association  of  ideas 
{Essay  on  the  Human  Understanding,  II.  33),  Locke  comes  near 
to  the  doctrine  of  the  Cartesian  School.  He  adopts  the 
physiological  explanation  by  the  animal  spirits,  "  which  once 
set  agoing,  continue  in  the  same  steps  they  have  been  used  to;" 
and  he  distinguishes  clearly  between  the  rational  relations 
established  by  reason  and  those  which  are  due  to  a  chance 
simultaneous  perception, 

"  Some  of  our  ideas  have  a  natural  correspondence  and  connection  one 
with  another  ;  it  is  the  office  and  excellency  of  our  reason  to  trace  these, 
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and  hold  them  together  in  that  union  and  correspondence  which  is 
founded  in  their  peculiar  beings.  Besides  this,  there  is  another  connec- 
tion of  ideas  wholly  owing  to  chance  or  custom  ;  ideas  that  in  themselves 
are  not  at  all  of  kin  come  to  be  so  united  in  some  men's  minds  that  it  is 
very  hard  to  separate  them  ;  they  always  keep  in  company,  and  the  one 
no  sooner  at  any  time  comes  into  the  understanding,  but  its  associate 
appears  with  it,  and  if  they  are  more  than  two  thus  united,  the  whole 
gang,  always  inseparable,  show  themselves  together  "  (O71  Human  Under- 
standing,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  33). 

Locke  traces  to  the  association  of  ideas  a  great  many 
superstitions  and  prejudices,  but  he  never  thought  of  profes- 
sing to  find  an  explanation  of  mind,  of  its  faculties,  and  of  the 
whole  mechanism  of  thought  in  this  principle.  It  is  by  the 
activity  of  the  mind  itself  that  he  accounts  for  the  combina- 
tion of  the  elements  of  thought.  This  mental  composition,  as 
he  understands  it,  is  quite  distinct  from  mere  passive  asso- 
ciation. But  having  made  these  reservations,  it  must  be 
acknowledged  that  his  works  contain  theories  which  justify  us 
in  regarding  him  as  one  of  the  precursors  of  the  associationist 
doctrine.  The  primary  elements  of  thought  are,  he  teaches, 
the  simple  ideas  furnished  by  sensation  and  reflection.  All 
the  complex  ideas  are  compounded  of  these  ideas,  and  can  be 
reduced  to  three  classes  :  ideas  of  modes,  of  substances,  and  of 
relation.  The  simple  modes  are  composed  of  simple  ideas 
belonging  to  the  same  species  (number,  space,  duration).  The 
mixed  modes  are  composed  of  simple  ideas  belonging  to 
different  species.  The  ideas  of  these  mixed  modes,  such  as  those 
of  beauty,  justice,  obligation,  and  in  general,  all  the  ideas  we 
have  concerning  theology,  morality,  and  jurisprudence,  are 
composed  of  several  simple  ideas  joined  together,  which  the 
mind  by  a  kind  of  illusion  regards  as  a  single  idea.  Can 
we  not  here  discern  the  germ  of  the  associationist's  explana- 
tion of  things  ? 

And  Locke  conies  still  nearer  to  these  philosophers  in  his 
theory  of  substance  as  a  collection  of  simple  ideas,  which  are 
always  present  together,  and  which,  consequently,  the  mind 
joins  in  a  supposed  substance  which  it  regards  as  their 
substratum.  Matter,  mind,  all  particular  substances  are  thus 
to  him  combinations  of  simple  ideas  tljat  are  always  present 
together  at  the  same  time,  and  end  by  becoming  blended  into 
one  idea  which  embraces  them  all,  but  has  no  meanmg  or 
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content  without  them.  We  must  observe,  however,  that 
Locke  does  not  deny  the  existence  of  substances.  He  only 
declares  that  we  know  nothing  about  them,  that  as  far  as  we 
are  concerned,  they  are  reducible  to  a  collection  of  associated 
simple  ideas. 

Berkeley  :  Our  Knoidedge  of  the  ScTisihle  World  explained  hy 
Association. 

Berkeley  goes  even  further  than  Locke.  He  is  not  con- 
tent to  point  out,  in  his  theory  of  vision,  the  part  played  by 
association  in  the  acquisition  of  ideas  of  magnitude,  shape, 
distance  ;  he  also  tries  to  prove  that  sensible  things  are  merely 
associated  ideas.  He  maintains  that  material  substances  have 
no  existence,  that  their  whole  being  is  in  our  perception  of 
them,  their  esse  est  percipi.  "  Take  away  the  sensations  of 
softness,  moisture,  redness,  tartness,  and  you  take  away  the 
cherry.  Since  it  is  not  a  being  distinct  from  these  sensations, 
a  cherry,  I  say,  is  nothing  but  a  congeries  of  sensible  impres- 
sions or  ideas  perceived  by  various  senses  ;  which  ideas  are 
united  into  one  thing  (or  have  the  name  given  to  them)  by 
the  mind  ; — because  they  are  observed  to  attend  each  other  " 
(3d  Dial,  of  Hylas  and  Philon). 

Sensations  are  pure  ideas  which  we  passively  receive  by 
the  direct  action  of  the  Divine  mind.  The  sensations  belong- 
ing to  the  different  senses  have  no  real  relations,  or  necessary 
connection  with  one  another.  They  are  not  different  modes 
of  a  same  reality,  or  of  a  same  substance  ;  but  owing  to  experience 
and  habit,  we  associate  those  sensible  ideas  which  are  always 
accompanied  by  one  another. 

"  And  as  several  of  these  [ideas]  are  observed  to  accompany  each  other 
they  come  to  be  marked  by  one  name,  and  so*  to  be  reputed  as  one  thing. 
Thus,  for  example,  a  certain  colour,  taste,  smell,  figure,  and  consistence 
having  been  observed  to  go  together,  are  accounted  one  distinct  thing, 
signified  by  the  name  apple  ;  other  collections  of  ideas  constitute  a  stone, 
a  tree,  a  book,  etc."  {Principles  of  Human  Knowledge^  Pt.  I.  1). 

Given  the  human  mind,  the  ideas  produced  therein  by  the 
action  of  the  Divine  mind,  the  constant  relations  which  are 
shown  by  experience  to  exist  between  these  ideas  and  which 
come  finally  to  be  indissolubly  associated  in  our  minds,  and  the 
existence  of  a  material  world  are  easily  explained. 
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David  Hume  :  Association  of  Ideas  the  Universal  Principle  of 
Life  and  of  Thought  ;  the  Notion  of  Causality. 

The  foregoing  theories  were  generalized  and  made  into  a 
complete  system  by  Hume.  The  fundamental  principle  in 
Hume's  doctrine  is  that  we  must  not  accept  as  original  and 
ultimate  all  that  actual  consciousness  reveals  to  us.  Many 
complex  acts,  many  ideas  which  were  gradually  formed  by 
experience  and  habit,  now  appear  to  us  to  be  simple  acts  and 
ideas,  or  primary  data  of  thought.  "  Such  is  the  influence  of 
custom  that  where  it  is  strongest  it  not  only  covers  our 
natural  ignorance,  but  even  conceals  itself,  and  seems  not  to 
take  place  merely  because  it  is  found  in  the  highest  degree  " 
{Inquiry  concerning  the  Human  Understanding,  Sect.  IV, 
Part  I).  Therefore  the  method,  which  in  the  positive 
sciences  is  applied  to  physical  phenomena,  should  also  be 
applied  to  psychical  phenomena.  That  is  to  say,  we  must  first 
analyze  them  into  their  elements,  and  then  determine  the  laws 
according  to  which  these  elements  are  combined. 

"  We  may,"  says  Hume,  "  divide  all  the  perceptions  of  the 
mind  into  two  classes  or  species,  which  are  distinguished  by 
their  different  degrees  of  force  and  vivacity  "  {Tbid.  Sect.  II). 
By  the  term  impression  he  means  "  all  our  more  lively 
perceptions  when  we  hear,  or  see,  or  feel,  or  love,  or  hate,  or 
desire,  or  will."  Thoughts  or  ideas  are  "  the  less  lively 
perceptions  of  which  we  are  conscious  when  we  reflect  on  any 
of  those  sensations  or  movements  above  mentioned.  Thus 
the  elements  of  our  spiritual  life  are  impressions  and  ideas 
which  are  enfeebled  images  of  impressions  ...  all  our 
ideas  or  more  feeble  perceptions  are  copies  of  our  im- 
pressions or  more  lively  ones."  Hence  every  idea  to  which 
we  are  not  able  to  assign  a  corresponding  impression  is  a 
complex  whole,  an  artificial  compound,  the  elements  and 
origin  of  which  can  be  discovered  by  analysis.  As  regards 
the  laws  by  which  these  elements  are  combined,  Hume  says  : 
"  To  me  there  appear  to  be  only  three  principles  of  connection 
among  ideas,  namely,  Eesemblance,  Contiguity  in  time  or 
place,  and  Cause  and  effect  "  {Ibid.  Sect.  III).  "  All  reasonings 
concerning  matter  of  fact  seem  to  be  founded  on  the  relation 
of  Cause  and  Efïect"  (Sect  IV). 

To  explain  the  notion  of  causality  by  the  laws  of  association 
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is  therefore  to  trace  to  the  same  source  all  the  knowledge  which 

bears  upon  anything  that  is  not  a  mere  abstraction.    What  is, 

then,  the  origin  of  our  notion  of  cause  ?     No  intuition  reveals 

to  us  "  the  secret  power  "  by  which  one  object  produces  another. 

A  billiard  ball  moves   and    knocks    against   another  billiard 

ball,  which  then  begins  to  move  also.     There  is  nothing  in  the 

motion  of   the  first  to  suggest  the  necessity  of  the  motion  of 

the  second.     All  we  see  is  that  one  phenomenon  follows  the 

other.     Our  senses  cannot,  then,  give  us  the  idea  of  power  or 

of  a  necessary  connection.     Let  us  see  whether  this  idea  is 

derived  from  reflection  on  the  operations  of  our  own  minds  ; 

whether   we    shall    not    find    in    our   own   consciousness   the 

original  impression  from  which  the  idea  of  cause  is  copied 

(Sect   VII  Part  I).     "The  motion  of  our  body  follows  the 

command  '  of    our   will.       Of    this    we    are    every    moment 

conscious.      But   the   means   by    which  this   is    effected,   the 

energy    by    which    the    will    performs    so    extraordinary    an 

operation,— of   this   we  are   so    far  from    being  immediately 

conscious,    that   it   must    forever    escape    our    most    diligent 

inquiry  "  {Ibid).     We  observe  a  fact,  or  rather  the  succession 

of  two  phenomena — nothing  more. 

But,  it  will   be   said,   are   we  not  conscious   of   power,  of 
energy,  when  by  a  command  of  our  will  we  call  up  an  idea 
and  fix  our  mind  on  it  ?     It  would  seem  that  here  there  was 
no  medium.      To  know  a  power  would  be  to  know  that  which 
in  the  cause  renders  it  capable  of  producing  the  effect,  and 
this  would   be   to  know   both   the   cause  and   the  effect   by 
apprehending  the  relation  between  them.     Now,  we  perceive 
no  necessary  connection  between  the  command   of   the  will 
and  the  appearance  of  an  idea.     Here  again  all  we  know  is 
the  fact  ;  all  we  know   is   that  the  command  of  the  will  is 
followed  by  an  idea.     And  do  we  owe  to  reasoning  this  idea  of 
cause  which  cannot  be  given  to  us  by  intuition  ?    Certainly  not  ; 
for  it  is  impossible  to  say  a  priori  what  will  be  the  effects  of 
any  given  object.     "  Adam,  though  his  rational  faculties  be 
supposed  at  the  very   first  entirely  perfect,  could  not  have 
inferred  from  the  fluidity  and  transparency  of  water  that  it 
would  suffocate  him"  (Sect.  IV).    "  The  mind  can  never  possibly 
find  the  effect  in  the  supposed  cause  by  the  most  accurate 
scrutiny  and  examination,  for  the  effect   is   totally  different 
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from  the  cause,  and,  consequently,  can  never  be  discovered  in 
it  "  (Sect.  IV). 

Keason  cannot  even  authorize  us  to  expect  that  the  same 
causes  will  be  followed  by  the  same  effects.  Where  is  the 
medium  that  will  enable  the  mind  to  go  from  the  proposition: 
"  *  I  have  found  that  such  an  object  has  always  been  attended 
with  such  an  effect,'  to  this  other  proposition,  *  I  foresee  that 
other  objects  which  are  in  appearance  similar  will  be  attended 
with  similar  effects'?  ...  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  that  any 
arguments  from  experience  can  prove  this  resemblance  of  the 
past  to  the  future,  since  all  these  arguments  are  founded  on 
the  supposition  of  that  resemblance  "  (Sect.  IV). 

"  Upon  the  whole  there  appears  not,  throughout  all  nature,  any  one 
instance  of  connection  which  is  conceivable  by  us.  All  events  seem 
entirely  loose  and  separate.  One  event  follows  another,  but  we  never  can 
observe  any  tie  between  them.  They  seem  conjoined^  but  never  connected. 
.  .  .  But  as  we  can  have  no  idea  of  anything  which  never  appeared  to 
our  outward  sense  or  inward  sentiment  ...  we  have  no  idea  of  connec- 
tion or  power  at  all  "  {Ihid.  Sect.  VII,  Pt.  II). 

It  is  in  experience  and  the  association  of  ideas  that  we 
must  look  for  the  origin  of  our  notion  of  cause  and  of  the 
principle  of  causality.  "  Similar  objects  are  always  conjoined 
with  similar.  Of  this  we  have  experience.  Suitably  to  this 
experience,  therefore,  we  may  define  a  cause  to  be  an  object 
followed  by  another,  and  where  all  the  objects  similar  to  the 
first  are  followed  by  objects  similar  to  the  second.  We  may, 
therefore,  suitably  to  this  experience,  form  another  definition 
of  cause,  and  call  it  an  object  followed  by  another,  and 
whose  appearance  always  conveys  the  thought  to  that  other  " 
{lUd,). 

The  relation  of  causality  which  Hume  had  first  distinguished 
as  original  is  thus  ultimately  reduced  by  him  to  the  double 
relation  of  similarity  and  succession.  The  principle  of 
causality  was  for  him  therefore  not  mi  a  priori  law  of  thought, 
but  merely  a  habit  of  mind,  having  its  origin  in  experience  and 
the  association  of  ideas.  As  to  the  consciousness  of  determina- 
tion joined  to  it,  it  is  only  a  subjective  illusion,  which  no 
doubt  characterizes  our  idea  of  causality,  but  for  that  very 
reason  makes  it  false.  Our  idea  of  power,  of  force,  arises 
partly  from  the  sensation  of  effort,  and  partly  from  the  sensa- 
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tion  accompanying  the  habit.  In  both  cases  it  is  illusory,  and 
only  shows  the  tendency  we  have  to  attribute  to  external 
objects,  feelings  analogous  to  those  which  they  cause  in  us. 

"  No  animal  can  put  external  bodies  in  motion  without  the  sentiment  of 
a  nisiis  or  endeavour  ;  and  every  animal  has  a  sentiment  or  feeling  from 
the  stroke  or  blow  of  an  external  object  that  is  in  motion.  These  sensa- 
tions, which  are  merely  animal,  and  from  which  we  can,  a  priori,  draw  no 
inference,  we  are  apt  to  transfer  to  inanimate  objects  and  to  suppose  that 
they  have  some  such  feelings  whenever  they  transfer  or  receive  motion. 
With  regard  to  energies,  which  are  exerted  without  our  annexing  to  them 
any  idea  of  communicated  motion,  we  consider  only  the  constant 
experienced  conjunction  of  the  events  ;  and,  as  we  feel  a  customary 
connection  between  the  ideas,  we  transfer  that  feeling  to  the  objects,  as 
nothing  is  more  usual  than  to  apply  to  external  bodies  every  internal 
sensation  which  they  occasion  "  (Ihid.  Note). 

Thus,  the  determining  habit  is  not  the  cause  any  more  than 
the  effort  is,  but  merely  a  sensation  arising  from  and  depend- 
ing upon  the  conjunction  of  phenomena,  which  by  a  common 
illusion  we  project  into  external  things. 

The  Association  of  Ideas  accounts  for  our  Belief  in  the 
Existence  of  an  External  World,  of  the  Ego,  and  of  Volitions  and 
Emotions. 

But  it  is  not  only  the  principle  of  causality  that  Hume 
reduces  to  the  association  of  ideas.  The  whole  of  our  mental 
life,  our  knowledge  of  matter  and  of  mind,  and  the  phenomena  of 
the  emotions  and  the  will  are  all  explained  by  him  in  the  same 
way.  "  Here  is  a  kind  of  attraction,  which  in  the  mental 
world  will  be  found  to  have  as  extraordinary  effects  as  in  the 
natural,  and  to  show  itself  in  as  many  and  as  various  forms  " 
(Green's  Hume,  Vol.  I,  p.  321). 

Here  again  Hume  sets  forth  all  the  principles  that  were  to 
be  developed  by  the  associationists  of  to-day.  We  have  no 
more  notion  of  substance  than  of  cause.  There  is  no  impres- 
sion corresponding  to  substance.  Hume  takes  Locke's  criti- 
cism of  this  question  to  be  final.  We  only  know  modes  or 
qualities.  Bodies  are  therefore  merely  groups  of  sensations 
bound  together  by  association,  and  it  is  we  ourselves  who  con- 
vert a  constant  relation  into  a  reality.  The  idea  of  substance, 
like  that  of  cause,  is  a  superadded  idea,  a  subjective  illusion 
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which  corresponds  to  a  habit  of  mind  ;  and  everything  that  is 
said  of  matter  may  witli  equal  truth  be  said  of  mind.  "  There 
are  some  philosophers  who  imagine  we  are  every  moment 
intimately  conscious  of  what  we  call  our  Self  ;  that  we  feel  its 
existence,  and  its  continuance  in  existence  "  {Treatise  on  Human 
Nature,  Part  IV,  Sect.  VI).  But  this  is  another  subjective 
illusion  which  can  by  analysis  be  traced  to  custom  and 
association.  "  It  must  be  some  one  impression  that  gives 
rise  to  every  real  idea.  But  self  or  person  is  not  any 
one  impression,  but  that  to  which  our  several  impres- 
sions and  ideas  are  supposed  to  have  a  reference."  The 
case  is  therefore  the  same  as  with  matter.  We  convert 
the  relations  which  bind  our  states  of  consciousness  together, 
into  a  substantial  reality.  And  if  we  turn  from  the  intellect 
to  the  emotions  we  shall  find  that  the  association  of  ideas  also 
plays  the  most  important  part  in  the  generation  of  our  passions 
(See  Ch.  VIII).  As  to  our  notion  of  will,  it  is  explained 
not  by  the  chimerical  idea  of  cause,  but  by  the  constant 
relations  between  volitions  and  the  motives  which  precede 
them.      The  same  motives  are  always  followed  by  the  same 

actions. 

Hume  did  not,  it  is  true,  invent  the  whole  of  his  method  of 
critical  analysis.  He  had  precursors  in  Berkeley  and  Male- 
branche,  but  he  was  the  first  to  attempt  a  general  explanation 
of  our  mental  life  by  the  association  of  ideas.  He  stated  the 
problem,  and  supplied  a  method  for  its  solution.  His 
successors  had  only  to  continue  his  work.  For  him,  as  for 
Mill,  our  apparently  most  simple  intuitions  are  in  reality  very 
complex  mental  acts;  our  natural  beliefs  are  subjective 
illusions. 

In  order  properly  to  study  the  mind,  we  must  apply  the 
method  of  analysis,  and  seek  thereby  to  discover  the  original 
elements  of  thought  and  the  laws  according  to  which  these 
elements  are  combined.  We  have  no  original  faculties.  There 
is  no  such  thing  as  power.  There  are  only  phenomena  and 
constant  relations  between  these  phenomena.  Consequently, 
we  have  no  innate  principles,  no  a  priori  laws.  The  principles 
of  experience  are  derived  from  experience.  The  principle  of 
causality  can  be  reduced  to  the  expectation  of  the  same 
phenomena  in  the  same  circumstances.     Our  certainty  is  there- 


fore altogether  subjective,  and  rests  on  habits  of  mind,  on  the 
impossibility  of  getting  rid  of  certain  associations  of  ideas. 
The  associationists  have  not  been  able  to  add  anythmg  to 
Hume's  method  or  to  his  principles.  There  is  only  one 
inconsistency  with  which  Hume  can  be  reproached,  and 
that  is  his  distinction  between  relations  of  ideas  and  matters 
of  fact, 

"All  the  objects  of  human  reason  or  inquiry,"  says  he  {Inq.  on  Hum. 
Understanding,  See.  IV,  Pt.  l),"may  naturally  be  divided  into  the  two 
kinds  to  wit,  Relations  of  Ideas  and  Matters  of  Fact.     Of  the  first  kind 
are  the  sciences  of  Geometry,  Algebra,  and   Arithmetic,  and  in   short, 
every  affirmation  which  is  either  intuitively  or  demonstratively  certain. 
That  the  Square  of  the  hypotenuse  is  equal  to  the  SqvMve  of  th£  two  sides,  is 
a  proposition  which  expresses   a  relation   between   these  figures.     That 
three  times  five  is  eqwil  to  the  half  of  thirty,  expresses  a  relation  between 
these  numbers.     Propositions  of  this  kind  are  discernible  by  the  mere 
operation  of  thought,  without  dependence  on  what  is  anywhere  existent 
in  the  Universe.     Though  there  never  were  a  circle  or  triangle  m  nature, 
the  truths  demonstrated  by  Euclid  would  for  ever  retain  their  certainty 
and  evidence." 

Hartley  :   Thoiufht  explained  hy  Association,  and  Association 
by  Cerebral  Vibrations. 

D.  Hartley,  a  doctor,  also  made  an  endeavour  to  prove  that 
the  whole  of  our  spiritual  life  was  the  result  of  association. 
But  while  Hume  was  above  all  things  a  psychologist  and  a 
locrician,  whose   method    foreshadowed    that    of    Stuart    Mill, 
Hartley  was,  on  the  other  hand,  as  much  a  physiologist  as  a 
psychologist  ;   and  he  inaugurated  the  method  which  has  been 
adopted  by  Alexander  Bain,  and  more  especially  by  Herbert 
Spencer.     In  parallelism  with  the  theory  of  ideas,  he  proposed 
a  theory  of  cerebral  vibrations,  and  tried  to  prove  that  there  was 
a  close  and  continual  correspondence  between  the  two  terms. 
Vibrations,    like    ideas,  become  associated   when    they    occur 
simultaneously  or  successively.      Hartley    thought    he    could 
explain  aU  mental  facts  in  terms  of  relations  of  co-existence 
and  succession,  and,  simplifying  Hume's  doctrine,  he  abolished 
resemblance  as  an  original  and  ultimate  relation.     He  returned, 
in  fact    to  the  doctrines  of  Descartes  and  Malebranche,  only 
substituting  the  vibrations  of  the  nerves  themselves  for  the 
circulation  in  the  nerves  of  the  animal  spirits. 
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Beid  :  Reaction   against  Hume's   Doctrines  ;  Influence  of  the 
Will  on  the  Sequence  of  Ideas. 

In  order  to  escape  from  Hume's  scepticism,  Ileid  multi- 
plied the  primary  principles  of  thought,  the  necessary  truths 
which  cannot  be  derived  from  experience.  Association  could 
thus  only  play  a  secondary  part  in  his  system.  He  very 
properly  remarks  that  : 

"Memory,  judgment,  reasoning,  passions,  affections,  and  purposes— in 
a  word,  every  operation  of  the  mind,  excepting  those  of  sense,  is  exerted 
occasionally  in  this  train  of  thought  ...  so  that  we  must  take  the  word 
idea  in  a  very  extensive  sense,  if  we  make  the  train  of  our  thoughts  to  be 

only  a  train  of  ideas The  trains  of  thought  in  the  mind  are  of  two 

kinds.  They  are  either  such  as  flow  spontaneously  .  .  .  without  any 
exertion  of  a  governing  principle  to  arrange  them  ;  or  they  are  regulated 
and  directed  by  an  active  effort  of  the  mind,  with  some  view  and  int°ention. 
.  .  .  These  two  kinds,  however  distinct  in  their  nature,  are  for  the  most 
part  mixed  in  persons  awake  and  come  to  years  of  understanding  "  (O71 
the  l7itellect\tal  Poioers,  IV,  Ch.  IV). 

"To  account  for  the  regularity  of  our  first  thoughts,  from 
motions  of  animal  spirits,  vibrations  of  nerves,  abstractions  of 
ideas  or  from  any  other  unthinking  cause,  wliether  mechanical  or 
contingent,  seems  equally  irrational  "  (Ibid.),  lieid  maintains 
that  the  sequence  and  tendency  of  our  thoughts  can  to  a  great 
extent  be  controlled  by  the  will.  He  denies  that  our 
intellectual  life  can  be  explained  by  inevitable  laws  of  associa- 
tion, or  a  kind  of  fatal  attraction.  As  against  the  "  natural 
and  disorderly  course  of  the  ideas,"  he  insists  on  the  sequence, 
"  the  order,  which  is  produced  by  reflection,  and  an  act  of  Will,"' 
and  does  not  find  in  the  former  the  principle  of  the  latter. 

"We  seem  to  treat  the  thoughts  that  present  themselves  to  the 
fancy  as  a  great  man  treats  those  that  attend  his  levee.  ...  If  we  pay  no 
attention  to  them,  they  pass  with  the  crowd,  and  are  immediately  forgot 
as  if  they  had  never  appeared.  But  those  to  which  we  think  propei^to 
pay  attention,  may  be  stopped,  examined,  and  arranged  for  any  particular 
purpose  we  have  in  view  "  (Ibid.). 

Through  habit,  a  train  of  thought  which  had  at  first  cost 
much  labour  and  reflection  ends  by  occurring  of  itself  to  the 
mind,  by  becoming,  as  it  were,  spontaneous.  This  explains 
the  differences  in  the  talents,  aptitudes,  and  opinions  of  men. 
But  the  first  origin  of  these  series  of  ideas  was  not  somethin^r 


special,  irreducible,  a  mere  collection  of  inevitable  laws,  but 
"  the  will  setting  in  action  the  faculties  of  the  intellect." 

Dugald  Stewart:  Distinction  between  Associations  through 
Accidental  and  Necessary  Relations;  Association  the  Cause  of 
Habit. 

Dugald  Stewart,  a  disciple  of  Eeid,  gives  a  minute  descrip- 
tion of  the  phenomenon  of  the  association  of  ideas.  He 
tliinks,  how^ever,  that  it  is  not  possible  to  enumerate  all  the 
causes  of  association,  and  then  to  reduce  all  the  relations, 
between  our  ideas  to  one  or  two  laws,  as  Hume  did.  His 
reason  for  this  is  based  on  a  misapprehension.  "  There  is," 
he  says,  "  no  possible  relation  among  the  objects  of  our 
knowledge  which  may  not  serve  to  connect  them  together  in 
the  mind,  and  therefore  although  one  enumeration  may  be 
more  comprehensive  than  another,  a  perfectly  complete 
enumeration  is  scarcely  to  be  expected  "  {Elements  of  the 
Philosophy  of  the  Human  Mind,  Ch.  V).  Hume  might  have 
replied  that  it  matters  little  what  the  objects  of  our  know- 
ledge are  ;  that,  for  example,  whatever  the  objects  may  be  to 
w^hich  our  ideas  correspond,  those  ideas  which  have  occurred 
together  or  successively  will  suggest  one  another.  Dugald 
Stewart  himself  attempts,  how^ever,  to  distinguish  and  classify 
the  relations  by  which  ideas  are  associated. 

"The  relations  upon  which  some  of  them  are  founded  are  perfectly 
obvious  to  the  mind  ;  those  which  are  the  foundation  of  others  are  dis- 
covered only  in  consequence  of  particular  efforts  of  attention.  Of  the 
former  kind  are  the  relations  of  Resemblance  and  Analogy,  of  Contrariety, 
of  Vicinity  in  time  and  place,  and  those  which  arise  from  accidental 
coincidences  in  the  sound  of  different  words.  These,  in  general,  connect 
our  thoughts  together,  when  they  are  suffered  to  take  their  natural  course, 
and  when  we  are  conscious  of  little  or  no  active  exertion.  Of  the  latter 
kind  are  the  relations  of  Cause  and  Effect,  of  Means  and  End,  of 
Premises  and  Conclusion  ;  and  those  others  which  regulate  the  train  of 
thought  in  the  mind  of  the  philosopher  when  he  is  engaged  in  a  par- 
ticular investigation  "  {Collected  Works  of  Dugald  Stewart,  Vol.  II,  p.  263). 

This  distinction  between  relations  that  are  accidental  and 
purely  subjective,  and  logical  and  necessary  relations  which 
have  an  objective  validity,  was  adopted  by  the  majority  of  the 
French  psychologists  of  the  spiritualistic  school.  Dugald 
Stewart    showed    also    that    the    action    of  our    will   on   the 
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sequence  of  ideas  is  an  indirect  one,  and  merely  consists  in 
profiting  by  those  laws  of  association  that  have  most  influence 
on  mind,  character,  and  conduct.  Finally,  instead  of  tracing 
the  connection  l)etween  ideas  to  habit,  he  thinks  it  "more 
philosophical  to  resolve  the  power  of  habit  into  the  association 
of  ideas  than  to  resolve  association  of  ideas  into  ha))it." 
Habit  does  not  seem  to  him  to  be  "an  ultimate  fact  nor 
incapable  of  analysis."  The  facility  engendered  by  it  is 
precisely  due  to  the  fact  that  through  repetition,  ideas, 
feelings,  and  movements  tend  to  become  associated  in  a  more 
and  more  irresistible  nianner. 

*'In  the  case  of  habits  which  are  purely  intellectual,  the  effects  of 
practice  resolve  themselves  completely  into  this  principle,  and  it  appears 
to  me  more  precise  and  more  satisfactory  to  state  the  principle  itself  as  a 
law  of  our  constitution  than  to  slur  it  over  under  the  concise  appellation 
of  habit,  which  we  apply  in  common  to  mind  and  body"  {Elem.  of  the 
Philosophy  of  the  Human  Mind,  Ch.  V). 

Hamilton  reduces  all  the  Laws  of  Association  to  one. 

Hamilton  endeavoured  to  simplify  the  theory  of  association. 
First  he  reduced  all  the  relations  between  ideas  to  two, 
namely,  simultaneity  and  resemblance  or  affinity.  Then  he 
reduced  even  these  two  laws  to  one,  which  he  calls  the  law  of 
redintegration  or  totality/,  and  states  as  follows:  "Those 
thoughts  suggest  each  other  which  had  previously  constituted 
parts  of  the  same  entire  or  total  act  of  cognition." 

Consciousness  obeys  two  laws  :  the  laws  of  succession  and 
of  variation.  This  successive  variation  being  a  continuous 
one,  there  is  between  the  modes  or  acts  of  the  mind  a  law  of 
dependence  or  determined  consecution.  Each  successive  modi- 
fication in  the  mental  series  is  the  effect  of  its  immediate 
antecedent. 

This  law  of  dependence  implies  a  law  of  relativity  and 
integration.  Thoughts  depend  on  one  another  only^  inas- 
much as  they  stand  with  regard  to  one  another  in  the  relation 
of  parts  of  the  same  whole.  But  this  whole  is  of  two  kinds  : 
subjective  or  psychological,  and  objective  or  logical.  Hence  the 
distinction  between  extrinsic  or  contingent  connections,  and 
intrinsic  or  necessary  connections.  The  latter  explain  them- 
selves ;  since  they  are  a  consequence  of  the  nature  of  mind, 
and  are  based  on  the  logical  impossibility  of  separating  the 
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terms  joined  together  by  them.  But  the  subjective  conse- 
cutions, association  properly  so  called,  cannot  be  explained  by 
the  necessary  connection  between  ideas.  They  are  the  result 
of  the  unity  of  the  mental  act  of  which  they  previously 
formed  a  part.  Ideas  are  connected  together  when  they  have 
formed  part  of  the  same  integral  act  of  cognition.  As  regards 
association  by  simultaneity,  there  would  seem  to  be  no 
difficulty.  Ideas  acquired  together  at  the  same  time  are,  as 
it  were,  parts  of  the  same  whole,  elements  of  a  single  mental 
act  which  preserves  its  integrity  {law  of  redintegration). 

But  in  the  case  of  associations  by  similarity,  the  theory  is 
less  obviously  applicable.  How  can  it  be  said  that  two  ideas 
whose  relations  resulted  in  the  discovery  of  something  new  to 
the  mind,  were  included  in  the  same  mental  act  ?  The 
answer  is,  that  here  the  middle  term  which  connects  the  two 
ideas  is  the  element  common  to  them  both,  an  element  which 
belonged  to  each  of  them  as  a  part  of  its  whole  ;  consequently 
it  is  this  common  element,  this  identical  act,  which,  while 
reconstituting  at  the  same  moment  the  two  different  ideas, 
connects  them  with  one  another.  Thus  association  by  simi- 
larity may  also  rightly  be  said  to  Ije  reducible  to  the  law  of 
redintegration. 

The  Associationist  Tradition  :   Thomas  Brown. 

The  Scottish  School,— Reid,  Dugald  Stewart,  and  Hamilton,— 
while  investigating  the  laws  of  association,  and  allowing 
to  them  a  share  in  the  explanation  of  phenomena,  refused 
to  regard  these  laws  as  the  sole  and  exclusive  principle 
of  intellectual  facts;  for  these  philosophers  were  opposed 
to  the  associationist  theory  of  Hume.  In  the  meantime,  this 
theory  had  always  had  its  representatives.  Erasmus  Darwin 
(1731-1802),— a  naturalist,  and  the  ancestor  and  precursor  of 
Charles  Darwin,— and  the  scientist,  Joseph  Priestley  (1733- 
1804),  had  accepted  the  psychological  doctrines  of  Hartley. 
Even  the  Scottish  School  itself,  as  represented  by  Thomas 
Brown,  a  disciple  of  Reid,  and  the  friend  and  successor  of 
Dugald  Stewart,  returned  to  the  explanations  of  the  asso- 
ciationist school.  Brown's  doctrine  marks  "  the  transition 
between  the  decline  of  this  school  at  the  end  of  the  eighteenth 
century,  and  its  restoration  by  James  Mill  at  the  beginning  of 
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the  nineteenth  "   (Luigi  Ferri,   The  Psychology  of  Association, 
p.  80). 

Brown  does  not,  like  his  predecessors,  regard  the  laws  of 
association  as  being  merely  laws  of  the  reproduction  of  our 
thoughts.  He  makes  them  play  a  part  in  the  production  of 
our  cognitions,  attributing  to  them  the  formation  of  a  certain 
number  of  faculties,  which  he  does  not  admit  to  ])e  original. 
As  the  term  *  association  '  appeared  to  him  to  be  ill-chosen,  he 
substitutes  for  it  the  term  *  suggestion.'  He  draws  a  distinction 
between  simple  suggestion  and  relative  suggestion,  and  deduces 
from  these  two  principles  all  our  intellectual  faculties.  A 
simple  suggestion  is  an  accidental  association  (such  and  such  a 
place  reminds  me  of  such  and  such  an  individual).  Eelative 
suggestion  is  the  perception  of  relations,  the  foundation  of 
general  ideas  and  of  reasoning, — as,  for  example,  when  thinking 
of  a  right-angled  triangle  my  mind  goes  from  the  square  on 
the  hypotenuse  to  its  proportion  to  the  squares  on  the  two 
other  sides. 

James  Mill  :  Inseparable  Association  ;  Contrast  between  the 
Psychological  and  the  Intuitive  Methods. 

James  Mill,  says  his  son,  accomplished  the  task  which 
Brown  had  proposed  to  the  psychologist,  for  he  shows  that 
chemical  decomposition  is  the  model  of  the  method  of 
analysis  which  would  lead  to  the  discovery  of  the  elements 
that  go  to  make  up  the  phenomena  of  mind.  We  have 
already  come  across  this  doctrine  in  Hume  ;  but  where  James 
Mill  was  original  was  in  his  theory  of  inseparable  association  as 
the  principle  of  the  subjective  illusions  of  which  our  common 
sense  beliefs  are  made  up,  and  which  are  the  foundation  of  the 
doctrines  of  the  intuitionists.  In  the  first  place,  he  says,  when 
two  ideas,  owing  either  to  the  force  or  the  frequency  of  their 
association,  are  closely  connected  in  our  minds,  they  irresistibly 
suggest  each  other.  This  would  explain  many  of  our  so  called 
ultimate  and  innate  principles.     In  the  second  place, 

"Ideas,  also,  which  have  been  so  often  conjoined,  that  whenever  one 
exists  in  the  mind,  the  other  immediately  exists  along  with  it,  seem  to 
run  into  one  another,  to  coalesce  as  it  were,  and  out  of  many  to  form  one 
idea  ;  which  idea,  however  in  reality  complex,  appears  to  be  no  less  simple 
than  any  of  those  of  which  it  is  compounded"  (Ass.  of  Ideas,  Ch.  III). 


This  kind  of  chemical  mental  synthesis  explains,  for  instance, 
the  formation  of  wliat  we  call  external  o])jects,  which  are  onlv 
inseparable  combinations  of  sensations.  Even  the  will  he 
traces  to  association.  The  object  of  our  desire  is  always 
pleasure  and  the  avoidance  of  pain.  The  means  employed 
vary  according  to  the  experiences  we  have  made  and  the  asso- 
ciations between  the  end  and  the  circumstances  which  enable 
us  to  attain  it. 

Joh7i  Stuart  Mill  :  Laws  of  Association  ;  Illusions  of  Intu- 
ition ;  Psychological  Theory  of  our  Belief  in  Matter  and  in 
Mind. 

John  Stuart  Mill  took  up  his  father's  work,  developed  and 
expanded  his  theory,  and  gave  it  new  force.  In  his  hands 
Association  ism  came  to  ])e  not  merely  an  English  doctrine,  l)ut 
one  of  the  great  systems  of  philosophy.  The  following  are, 
according  to  him,  the  laws  of  the  association  of  ideas  : 

*'  1st.  Similar  phenomena  tend  to  be  thought  of  together.     2nd.  Phe- 
nomena, which  have  either  been  experienced  or  conceived  in  close  con- 
tiguity to  one  another,  tend  to  be  thought  of  together.     The  contiguity  is 
of  two  kinds,  simultaneity  and  immediate  succession.     Facts  which  have 
been  experienced  or  thought  of  simultaneously  recall  the  thought  of  one 
another.     Of  facts  which  have  been  experienced  or  thought  of  in  imme- 
diate succession,  the  antecedent  or  the  thought  of  it  recalls  the  thought 
of  the  consequent,  but  not  conversely.     .3rd.  Associations  produced   by 
contiguity  become   more  certain  and   rapid  by  repetition.     When   two 
phenomena  have  been  very  often  experienced  in  conjunction,  and  have 
not  in  any  single  instance  occurred  separately  either  in  experience  or 
in    thought,    there   is   produced   between    them   what   has   been   called 
inseparable  or,  less  correctly,  indissoluble  association.  .  .  .    4th.  When  an 
association  has  acquired  this  character  of  inseparability— when  the  bond 
between  the  two  ideas  has  thus  been  firmly  riveted,  not  only  does  the  idea 
called  lip  by  association  become  in  our  consciousness  inseparable  from  the 
idea  which  suggested  it,  but  the  facts  or  phenomena  answering  to  those 
ideas  come  at  last  to  seem  inseparable  in  existence  :  things  which  we  are 
unable  to  conceive  apart  appear  incapable  of  existing  apart,  and  the  belief 
we  have  in   their  co-existence,  though   really  a  product  of  exi>erience, 
seems  intuitive"  (Mill's  Emmination  or  Sir   W.  Hamilton's  Philosophy 
Ch.XI). 

Given  the  human  mind  as  we  now  know  it,  a  complex  whole, 
a  synthesis  of  elements  so  blended  that  they  appear  as  an 
indivisible  unity,  we  have  next,  with  the  help  of  these  laws,  to 
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dissolve  by  analysis  the  compact  mass  of  coherent  facts,  and  to 
discover  the  original  phenomena  in  their  primitive  simplicity. 
This  task  Stuart  Mill  accomplished  in  the  most  ingenious 
manner.  The  external  world,  the  ego,  the  laws  of  thought,  the 
principles  of  the  mathematical  and  positive  sciences,  our  ethical 
ideas,  all  these  apparently  simple  intuitions  were  by  his  analysis 
resolved  into  their  elements,  the  laws  of  their  connection  being 
at  the  same  time  revealed. 

Our  belief  in  the  existence  of  an  external  world  is  explained 
by  the  association  of  ideas.     Tlie  external  world  seems  to  have 
an  existence  independent  of  our  sensations,  and  to  be  perceived 
by  an  immediate  intuition.     The  problem  here  is  to  prove  that 
this  belief  is  irresistible  only  on  account  of  the  force  of  the 
inseparable  associations  which  have  produced  it  in  the  mmd. 
With  the  sensation  that  I  feel  in  the  present  instant,  I  con- 
trast the  multitude  of  sensations  which   I  might  experience 
under  other  circumstances.     "  I  see  a  piece  of  white  paper  on 
a  table.      I  go  into  another  room,  and  though  I  have  ceased  to 
see  it,  I  am  persuaded  that  the  paper  is  still  there"  {Ihid. 
pp.  192,  193).    In  other  words,  there  exists  for  me  a  possibility 
of  sensations  in  given  circumstances,  and  what  characterizes 
this  possibility  of  sensations,  what  distinguishes  it  from  any 
actual   sensation,   is   that   it  is  permanent.      "These   various 
possibilities  are  the  important  thing  in  the  world.     My  present 
sensations  are  generally  of  little  importance,  and  are  moreover 
fugitive."     One  can  follow  here  the  mechanical  process  which 
ends  by  placing  the  substance,  which  is  permanent,  in  oppo- 
sition   to    the    actual,    fleeting    sensation.       Moreover,    these 
possibilities  of  sensation  are  co-ordinated  groups  of  sensations 
belonging  to  different  senses  {e.g.  the  smell,  colour,  form,  etc.,  of 
a  rose),  and  by  this  again  they  are  distinguished  and  separated 
from  the  particular  sensation.     What  I  call  a  body  is  a  group 
of  co-ordinated  sensations,  and  it  is  between  these  groups  that 
experience  has  shown  constant  successions.      For  instance,  fire, 
which  is  a  group  of  sensations,  melts  wax,  which  is  another 
group  of  sensations. 

"  Hence  our  ideas  of  causation,  power,  activity  do  not  become  connected 
in  thought  with  our  sensations  as  actual  at  all  .  .  .  but  with  groups 
of  possibilities  of  sensation  ...  the  sensations,  though  the  original 
foundation  of  the  whole,  come  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  sort  of  accident 
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depending  on  us,  and  the  possibilities  as  much  more  real  than  the  actual 
sensations,  nay,  as  the  very  realities  of  which  these  are  only  the  repre- 
sentations, appearances,  or  effects"  {Ibid.  p.  195). 

As  we  reify  groups  of  sensation  into  bodies,  we  refer  the 
whole  of  our  sensations  to  a  material  substance  as  its 
principle  or  cause.  Thus  our  belief  in  an  external  world  is 
not  the  result  of  an  immediate,  primitive  or  ultimate  in- 
tuition. Psychological  analysis  resolves  it  into  a  necessary 
illusion,  which  is  explained  and  produced  by  the  laws  of 
association. 

The  distinctive  characteristic  of  our  notion  of  mind  as  of 
matter  is  the  idea  of  something  ''  whose  permanence  contrasts 
with  the  perpetual  flux  of  the  states  of  consciousness  which 
we  refer  to  it." 

"  The  belief  T  entertain  that  my  mind  exists,  when  it  is  not  feeling  or 
thinking,  nor  conscious  of  its  own  existence,  resolves  into  the  belief  of  a 
permanent  possibility  of  these  states.  .  .  .  Thus  far,  there  seems  no 
hindrance  to  our  regarding  mind  as  nothing  but  the  series  of  our 
sensations  (to  which  must  now  be  added  our  internal  feeling)  as  they 
actually  occur,  with  the  addition  of  infinite  possibilities  of  feeling, 
requiring  for  their  actual  realization  conditions  which  may  or  may  not 
take  place,  but  which  as  possibilities  are  always  in  existence,  and  many 
of  them  present  "  {Pnd.  Ch.  XII,  pp.  205,  206). 

The  explanation  of  the  fact  that  the  mind  regards  itself 
as  something  distinct  from  the  facts  of  consciousness  is  that 
our  actual  states  of  consciousness  have  only  the  minimum  of 
importance  as  compared  with  the  imposing  mass  of  past  facts 
reproduced  by  memory.  The  process  is  the  same  as  in  the 
formation  of  our  idea  of  matter.  The  association  of  ideas 
co-ordinates  the  states  of  our  consciousness  into  a  sort  of  sub- 
stance which  we  call  the  Ego,  and  thus  gives  them  a  cohesion 
which  explains  everything.  Mill,  however,  himself  admits  that 
in  this  respect  his  theory  is  not  quite  satisfactory,  since  it 
accounts  neither  for  the  facts  of  memory  nor  of  foresight, 
both  of  which  imply  the  identity  of  the  subject  that  remembers 
and  foresees. 

"  If,  therefore,  we  speak  of  the  mind  as  a  series  of  feelings,  we  are 
obliged  to  complete  the  statement  by  calling  it  a  series  of  feelings  which 
is  aware  of  itself  as  past  and  future  ;  and  we  are  reduced  to  the  alternative 
of  believing  that  the  mind  or  ego  is  something  different  from  any  series 
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of  feelincrs  or  of  possibilities  of  them,  or  of  accepting  the  paradox  that 
something  which  ex  lu/pothe,i  is  but  a  series  of  feelings  can  be  aware  of 
itself  as  a  series"  ([hid.  Ch.  XII). 

rsycholoyical   Erplanation    of   the    so-called    Ratimml    PHii- 
ciples;   Theoretical  ami  Pnœtical  Fnnciples. 

Besides  our  notions  of  matter  and  mind,  Mill  also  explains 
the  laws  of  thought,  our  so-called  rational  and  a  priori  principles, 
by  the  laws  of  association.     They  constitute  for  him  the  same 
problem.     We  have  before  us  notions  or  truths  which  appear 
to   be   original   or   ultimate,    and    acquired   by  an   immediate 
intuition  ;  these  must  be  analysed  into  their  simple  elements, 
and  the  laws  by  which  these  elements  are  combined  so  as  to 
produce  the  illusion  of  an  a  priori  knowledge,  must  be  dis- 
covered.    The  great  objection  brought  against  empiricism  by 
its  opponents  is  the  necessity  and  universality  of  our  rational 
principles  ;  "  but,"  says  Mill,  "  as  for  a  feeling  of  necessity,  or 
what    is    termed    a    necessity  of    thought,  it  is  .  .  .  of  all 
mental  phenomena  the  one  which  an  inseparable  association  is 
most  evidently  competent  to  generate." 

When  two  ideas  have  always  occurred  together,  when  one 
has  never  occurred  without  the  other,  they  become  inseparably 
associated  in  our  minds,  and  we  are  unable  to  conceive  one 
without  the  other  immediately  appearing  also.  As  for  the 
universality  of  the  necessary  truths,  that  is  to  say,  the  exist- 
ence of  these  associations  in  every  mind,  it  is  explained  by 
the  fact  that  there  is  in  the  experience  of  all  men  something 
common,  which  imposes  on  them  the  same  principles.  Thus 
J.  S.  Mill  does  not  deny  that  men  think  they  discover  in 
themselves  universal  and  necessary  principles,  only  he  reduces 

this  belief  to  an  illusion. 

The  mathematical  as  well  as  the  positive  sciences  are 
derived  from  experience.  Geometrical  figures  are  not  a  'prion 
constructions  ;  they  have  their  origin  in  real  forms,  in  which 
certain  features  are  either  exaggerated  or  omitted.  The 
mathematical  axioms  are  experimental  truths.  Two  straight 
lines  cannot  enclose  a  space.  Why  not  ?  Because  I  have 
never  seen  two  straight  lines  enclose  a  space,  and  I  cannot, 
by  looking  back  on  my  past  experience,  find  any  image  which 

would  enable  me  to  resist  this  inseparable  association. 
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Every  science,  therefore,  rests  ultimately  on  induction.  But 
what  is  the  basis  of  induction  ?  It  is,  says  Mill,  our  foresight 
and  expectation  that  the  same  antecedents  will  be  followed  by 
the  same  consequences.  Thus  the  basis  of  induction  is  the  law 
of  causality,  or,  in  other  words,  it  is  the  principle  of  the 
uniformity  of  Nature,  or  of  invariable  succession.  Is  this 
principle  a  priori  ?  No.  Like  every  other  principle  it  is 
explained  by  the  association  of  ideas.  "  We  learn  by  experience 
that  there  exists  in  nature  an  invariable  order  of  succession, 
and  that  every  fact  in  nature  is  always  preceded  by  another 
fact.  We  call  the  invariable  antecedent  cause,  and  the 
invariable  consequent  effect." 

In  virtue  of  the  law  of  the  association  of  ideas,  our  imagina- 
tion tends  to  reproduce  phenomena  in  the  same  order  as  that 
in  which  they  first  appeared  to  our  senses.  This  is  the  first 
form  of  induction,  induction  per  enumerationem  slmpliceni,  in 
which  from  what  has  been  we  reason  to  what  will  be,  without 
criticism  or  hesitation.  Hence  such  practical  judgments  as 
'/  fire  burns,"  "  water  quenches  thirst."  But  every  fact  that 
confirms  a  particular  law  deposes  at  the  same  time  in  favour  of 
the  law  of  causality,  which  thus  collects  for  itself  as  many 
favourable  witnesses  as  all  the  others  taken  together.  In  this 
way,  the  association  which  from  the  beginning  joins  the  ideas 
of  the  antecedent  with  that  of  the  consequent,  and  tends  to 
make  them  suggest  one  another,  becomes  an  inseparable 
association,  a  universal  and  necessary  law. 

We  must  not  omit  to  mention  the  important  part  played  in 
all  these  explanations  by  what  Mill  calls  the  laws  of  oblivion. 
What  does  not  interest  me  disappears  almost  immediately 
from  my  consciousness.  I  do  not  remember,  for  instance, 
having  turned  the  leaves  of  the  book  I  am  reading.  It  is  in 
this  way  that  the  facts  of  consciousness  to  which  the  associa- 
tion is  due  are  forgotten,  and,  as  the  association  alone  remains, 
it  appears  to  be  a  primary  law. 

The  same  explanation  applies  to  practical  life.  Our  ethical 
ideas  of  virtue,  of  disinterestedness,  our  moral  sentiments,  such 
as  remorse,  are  so  many  complex  groups  of  ideas  and  feelings 
which  have  been  combined  according  to  the  laws  of  association. 
Things  originally  indifferent,  but  which  serve  for  the  satis- 
faction   of    our    primitive    desires,    or    which    were    formerly 


198 


THE  PROBLEMS   OF   PHILOSOPHY 


associated  with  these,  become  in  themselves  sources  of  pleasure 
more  precious  than  the  primitive  pleasures,  owing  to  their 
stability,  to  the  space  of  time  during  which  we  are  able  to 
enjoy  them,  and  also  owing  to  their  intensity.  This  is  a  form 
of  the  law  of  oblivion.  We  love  virtue  as  the  miser  loves 
money,  on  account  of  an  illusion  founded  on  the  laws  of 
association.  In  the  beginning  man  had  no  other  reason  to 
desire  and  practise  virtue  except  its  tendency  to  produce 
pleasure,  and,  above  all,  as  a  means  of  avoiding  pain  ;  but, 
owing  to  this  association,  virtue  has  come  to  be  regarded  as  a 
good  in  itself  and  to  be  as  desirable  as  any  other  good. 

What  we  love  is  pleasure.  From  our  childhood  the  idea  of 
virtue  has  been  connected  with  the  idea  of  reward.  We  forget 
that  in  virtue  we  sought  pleasure,  and  we  have  come  to  love 
virtue  for  its  own  sake. 

Herbert  Spencer  :  Evolutionist  Theory  of  Association. 

As  J.  S.  Mill  was  the  logician  and  psychologist  of  associa- 
tionism,  so  Herbert  Spencer  is  its  naturalist  and  physiologist. 
Taking  up  the  hypotheses  of  Hartley,  he  studies  the  human 
mind  in  its  relations  to  the  organism  and  to  the  whole  of  nature. 
Two  great  scientific  laws  dominate  his  psychology  :  the  law  of 
the  persistence  of  force  and  the  law  of  evolution,  transmutation 
or  change.  Consciousness  implies  an  unceasing  change  of  states, 
a  continuous  differentiation.  Consciousness  is  the  perception  of 
difference.  A  sensation  can  only  be  perceived  in  contrast  to 
another  sensation  which  it  follows,  and  from  which  it  is  distin- 
guished. But  by  change  alone  I  could  neither  remember  nor 
foresee  things.  In  order  that  thought  may  be  possible,  the 
sensation  must  leave  a  residuum  after  the  external  cause  has 
ceased  to  act.  This  residuum,  this  faint  copy  of  the  original 
sensation,  becomes  then  a  term  of  comparison,  by  which  we 
are  able  to  perceive  resemblances. 

"  Differentiation,  integration  of  states  of  consciousness,  these  are  the 
two  antagonistic  processes  by  which  consciousness  subsists — the  centrifugal 
and  centripetal  actions  by  which  its  balance  is  maintained.  That  there 
may  be  material  for  thought,  consciousness  must  every  moment  have  its 
state  differentiated.  And  for  the  new  state  hence  resulting  to  become  a 
thought,  it  must  be  integrated  with  before  experienced  states  "  {Prin.  of 
P*^o/i.,  Vol.  II,  p.  301).  , 
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"This  perpetual  alternation  is  the  characteristic  of  all 
consciousness,"  and  it  explains  the  constitution  of  the  mind. 
Thought  is  the  continuous  assimilation  and  integration,  accord- 
ing to  fixed  relations,  of  states  of  consciousness  that  are 
constantly  changing.  Herbert  Spencer  is  led  by  this  theory 
to  reduce  the  relations  according  to  which  our  ideas  are 
associated,  to  those  of  difference  and  resemblance,  from  which 
by  an  ingenious  analysis  he  derives  the  relations  of  contiguity, 
co-existence,  and  succession. 

But  in  order  to  understand  the  process  by  which  the  intellect 
ascends  by  successive  complications,  we  must  consider  mind  in 
its  relation  with  the  organism  and  with  the  external  environ- 
ment. Thought  is  accompanied  by  a  change  in  the  nervous 
current  ;  there  is  a  relation  of  equivalence  between  the  two 
terms.  To  each  sensation  there  corresponds  a  cerebral 
modification,  and  to  the  connections  Ijetween  sensations  there 
correspond  connections  between  the  nerves.  The  progress  of 
intelligence  is  thus  a  gradual  perfecting  of  the  cerebro-spinal 
system,  a  gradual  adjustment  of  the  internal  to  the  external, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  a  more  and  more  perfect  correspondence 
between  the  cerebral  mechanism  and  the  external  phenomena 
by  which  it  has  been  gradually  formed.  In  a  word,  the 
relations  between  internal  phenomena  become  relations  between 
nervous  elements,  which  in  their  turn  are  the  same  as  the 
relations  between  our  thoughts.  The  laws  of  mind  are  merely 
laws  of  phenomena  which  have  been  gradually  organized  into 
the  nervous  system. 

The  strength  of  the  tendency  with  which  the  antecedent  of 
any  psychical  change  calls  up  its  consequent  is  proportionate 
to  the  persistence  of  the  union  between  the  external  things 
they  symbolize  {Prin.  of  Psych.  IV,  Ch.  II,  §  186). 

As  the  nervous  system  is  transmitted  by  heredity,  habits 
are  gradually  fixed  in  the  organism,  the  structure  of  which  has 
been  modified  by  them.  Thus  the  progress  of  thought  is  only 
comprehensible  on  the  evolutionist  theory  of  the  more  and 
more  perfect  adaptation  of  beings  to  their  environment.  "  If 
creatures  of  the  most  elevated  kinds  have  reached  those  highly 
integrated,  very  definite  and  extremely  heterogeneous  organiza- 
tions they  possess,  through  modifications  upon  modifications 
accumulated  during  an  immeasurable  past — if  the  developed 
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nervous  systems  of  such  creatures  have  gained  their  complex 
structures  and  functions  little  by  little  ;  then,  necessarily,  the 
involved  forms  of  consciousness,  which  are  the  correlatives  of 
these  complex  structures  and  functions,  must  have  arisen  by 
degrees"  {Ihid,  III,  Ch.  I,  §  129). 

The  hypothesis  of  a  tahula  ram  is  false.  There  is  something 
innate  in  the  individual,  namely,  the  acquisitions  of  the  race 
which  are  fixed  in  the  structure  of  his  cerebro-spinal  system. 

To  sum  up:  Herbert  Spencer  holds  that  every  act  of 
intellect  is  an  association,  but  he  does  not,  like  Mill,  confine 
himself  to  subjective  consciousness;  he  denies  that  the  ex- 
perience of  the  individual  can  account  for  intellectual  life.  It 
is  the  experiences  of  the  race  which,  according  to  him,  by  an 
infinite  repetition  in  innumerable  successive  generations,  have 
established  certain  sequences  as  organic  relations. 

Since  he  evolves  thought  from  the  external  world,  Herbert 
Spencer  cannot  define  the  external  world  in  terms  of  thought 
or  reduce  it,  as  did  Mill,  to  a  permanent  possibility  of  sensations. 
Herbert  Spencer  therefore  had  to  return  to  realism,  but  to  a 
transfigured  realism  in  which  psychical  and  phj'sical  facts,  in 
a  constant  parallelism,  are  the  symbols  of  a  double  aspect  of  a 
reality  which  itself  remains  unknowable.  In  short,  while  Mill 
supplied  the  psychological  method,  and  the  chief  steps  in  the 
explanation,  Herbert  Spencer,  with  greater  power  of  synthesis, 
has  expanded  and  transformed  this  method,  co-ordinating  the 
laws  of  mind  with  the  laws  of  things. 

Conclusion. 

We  have  seen  in  the  history  of  the  law  of  the  association 
of  ideas  how  it  has  gradually  risen  from  being  the  law 
that  governs  the  reproduction  of  mental  phenomena,  to  the 
rank  of  a  universal  law  of  thought.  In  our  time  Empiricism  is 
synonymous  with  Associationism,  and  association  with  universal 
evolution.  It  is  impossible  not  to  recognize  the  services  that 
have  been  rendered  by  the  English  school,  from  Locke  and  Hume 
down  to  Herbert  Spencer.  The  task  this  school  achieved  was 
the  application  to  human  thought  of  the  processes  of  scientific 
analysis  and  synthesis.  It  considered  the  mind  as  an  object 
among  objects,  and  even  the  Kantian  idealists  allow  that  this 
view  contains  a  certain  degree  of  truth.     The  question  remains 
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whether  the  mind  is  merely  an  object  amongst  objects, 
whether  the  fact  that  it  knows  itself  does  not  give  it  a  place 
apart  among  objects  ;  and  secondly,  whether  the  very  act  of 
examining  the  mind  as  an  object  does  not  involve  the  intro- 
duction into  this  examination  of  certain  notions,  certain  a  pi'iori 
forms  (space,  time,  causality),  which  are  the  very  conditions  of 

all  thought. 

We  have  seen  that  while  Herbert  Spencer  explains  expeiience 
by  the  laws  of  the  knowable,  he  at  the  same  time  places  apart, 
under  the  name  of  the  unknowable,  a  higher  notion,  which  is 
no  other  than  the  Absolute.  Notwithstanding  these  reservations, 
the  English  school  must  still  be  given  the  credit  of  having 
applied  the  methods  of  science  to  mind,  of  having  at  any  rate 
shown  by  what  steps,  by  what  succession  of  experiences,  the 
mind  determines,  fixes,  and  defines  its  data. 
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CHAPTER  VIL 


LANGUAGE. 


A  LANGUAGE  îs  a  collection  of  signs  which  are  used  to  express 
thought,  or,  in  general,  any  state  of  consciousness, — that  is  to 
say,  feelings  and  volitions  as  well  as  ideas.  A  sign  is  a  fact  that 
is  perceived  by  the  senses,  and  reveals  another  fact  which,  owing 
to  accident,  or  by  its  very  nature,  is  not  perceptible  by  the 
senses.  Thus,  the  smoke  we  see  is  a  sign  of  the  fire  we  do  not 
see.  A  cry  is  a  sign  of  pain  which,  by  its  nature,  is  invisible. 
.  The  signs  used  in  language  may  be  perceived  either  by 
touch  (tactual  language),  or  by  sight  (visual  language),  or  by 
hearing  (oral  language).  The  tactual  language  has  been 
employed  in  t>he  education  of  deaf  and  dumb  blind 
children,  e.g.  in  the  case  of  Laura  Bridgeman  ;  and  we  have  an 
example  of  visual  language  in  the  collection  of  signs  by  which 
the  deaf  and  dumb  communicate  their  thoughts.  But  the 
most  valuable  language  of  all,  the  one  best  adapted  for  the 
following  of  all  the  movements  of  the  mind,  is  the  oral 
language.  It  consists  of  inarticulate  sounds  or  cries,  and 
articulate  sounds  or  words. 

If  now,  instead  of  the  nature  of  the  sign,  or  the  material  of 
language,  we  consider  the  connection  between  signs  and 
thought,  we  find  that  there  are  two  kinds  of  languages  as  there 
are  two  kinds  of  signs,  namely,  a  conventional  and  a  natural  lan- 
guage. A  conventional  or  artificial  language  is  a  language 
invented  by  man,  one  that  he  has  deliberately  chosen  and 
systematically  formed.  A  natural  language  is,  on  the  contrary,  a 
collection  of  signs  that  are  u^ed  involuntarily  and  without  know- 
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ledge  of  the  end  to  be  attained,  by  which  man  in  the  beginning, 
without  any  act  of  volition,  expresses  his  states  of  conscious- 
ness. As  examples  of  artificial  language  we  may  mention  the 
scientific  language  (chemical  nomenclature,  algebraical  terms, 
etc.),  the  stenographical  language,  the  deaf  and  dumb  language. 
As  for  the  natural  language  it  consists  chiefly  of  (1)  cries;  (2) 
facial  expressions  ;  (3)  gestures  and  movements,  and  in  general 
bodily  attitudes.  Speech  is  the  language  par  excellence^  for  it 
not  only  expresses  thought,  but  assists  in  the  formation  and 
development  of  thought.  Indeed,  the  two  terms  have  for  us 
become  inseparable.  "  Thought,"  says  Plato,  "  is  an  interior  ^ 
and  silent  conversation  of  the  soul  with  herself"  (6  èvTo<i  rrjç 
^Iru^rjç  TTOOç  avTtjv  SiaXoyoç  aveu  (pwvfjç  yiypo/mepoc). 

We  may  study  the  language  of  speech  in  its  development  and 
changes,  compare  the  various  vocabularies  and  forms  of  syntax, 
and,  from  this  comparison,  elicit  general  laws.  This  is  called 
Philology.  But  the  only  problem  connected  with  language,  in 
which  psychology  is  directly  concerned,  is  that  of  its  origin 
and  relations  to  thought.  Is  speech  a  natural  or  an  artificial 
language  ?  Is  it  to  a  divine  revelation,  to  an  original  faculty, 
that  man  owes  the  power  of  expressing  his  thoughts  and  of 
understanding  those  of  his  fellow  creatures  by  signs,  or  did 
he  acquire  this  power  himself;  and,  if  so,  was  it  through  an 
arbitrary  convention,  or  through  the  natural  development  of  a 
primitive,  spontaneous  language  ?  These  are  the  questions 
that  have  always  arisen  out  of  the  subject,  and  have,  with  time, 
become  more  clearly  defined.  We  shall  now  proceed  to  give 
an  account  of  the  different  solutions  of  them  which  have 
successively  been  proposed. 

The  Problem  of  Language  before  Plato.  HeraclUus  and 
Dcmocritus  ;  Hermogeius  a.nd  Cratyhis. 

Heraclitus  took  pleasure  in  play  upon  words  and  in  deriva- 
tions, as  we  can  see  from  the  fragments  of  his  writings  which 
have  come  down  to  us.  Are  we  to  suppose  that  in  this 
analysis  of  terms  he  sought  a  confirmation  of  his  philosophical 
theories,  that  he  held  that  speech  was  given  to  men  by  the  gods, 
and  that  the  essence  of  things  is  revealed  by  their  names  ?  ^ 
This  doctrine,  which  was  held  by  some  of  his  followers,  can 
scarcely   be    traced    to    Heraclitus.     We   know,  at  any  rate. 
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that,  for  Democritus,  language  was  an  arbitrary  institution,  that 
names  did  not  depend  on  the  nature  of  things,  but  were  chosen 
by  convention  (Oecrei).  In  proof  of  this  he  points  out,  firstly, 
that  many  words  have  more  than  one  meaning  (iroXva-rjfiov)  ; 
secondly,  that  many  objects  have  more  than  one  name 
{la-ôfjpoTTov);  thirdly,  that  there  are  other  objects  which  by 
analogy  ought  to  have  a  special  designation  and  have  none 
(vwi/viuLov)  (Proclus,  Comment  on  the  Cratylus,  Zeller's  edition). 

Plato  devotes  a  whole  dialogue  {The  Cratylus)  to  the  subject 
of  language.  We  find  that  even  in  his  time  there  were  already 
two  distinctly  opposite  theories  ori  thé  proMe m  _QjLlhe- origin  of 
language.  He  puts  into  the  mouth  of  Hermogenes  the  theory 
of  Democritus  : 

"  I  cannot  convince  myself  tliat  there  is  any  principle  of  correctness  in 
names  other  than  convention  and  agreement  {^wd-qK-n  koL  ôfioXoyia)  ;  any 
name  which  yon  give,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  right  (opdàv)  one,  and  if  you 
change  that,  and  give  another,  the  new  name  is  as  correct  as  the  old — we 
frequently  change  the  names  of  our  slaves,  and  the  newly-imposed  name 
is  as  good  as  the  old  "  {Cnitj/lics^  384  c?,  e). 

This  is  the  first  theory,  the  theory  of  the  arbitrary  institu- 
tion of  language. 

According  to  Cratylus,  a  disciple  of  Heraclitus,  names  are,  on 
the  contrary,  "  natural  and  not  conventional  ;  not  a  portion  of  the 
human  voice  which  men  agree  to  use  ;  but  that  there  is  a  truth 
or  correctness  in  them,  which  is  the  same  for  Hellenes  as  for 
barbarians  "  {Cratylvs,  383  a).  Words  reveal  to  us  *the  nature 
and  essence  of  things.  Therefore,  by  studying  words  we  can 
arrive  at  knowledge  of  things.  Nay,  more,  "  he  who  knows  the 
one  will  also  know  the  other  "  (Ibid,  435  d). 

Finally,  Cratylus  is  driven  by  Socrates'  logic  ^to  saying  : 

"  I  believe,  Socrates,  the  true  account  of  the  matter  to  be,  that  a  power 
more  than  human  gave  things  their  first  names,  and  that  the  names  which 
are  thus  given  are  necessarily  their  true  names  "  (Ibid.  438  c). 

Plato  refutes  the  Theories  of  Hermogenes  and  Cratylus, 

Plato  will  not  allow  that  words  are  arbitrary.  As  each 
thing  has  its  special  nature,  independently  of  our  way  of 
feeling,  it  is  evident  that  our  actions  are  determined,  not  by 
our  caprice,  but  by  the  nature  of  the  things  to  which  we  apply 
them.     In  order  to  cut  or  b^urn,  one  must  use  the  appropriate 


instrument.  In  the  same  way,  the  action  of  naming  must  have 
its  special  nature.  For  every  action  we  have  a  special 
instrument  ;  for  piercing,  for  instance,  we  have  the  awl,  for 
weaving,  the  shuttle,  for  naming,  the  name.  Just  as  the 
shuttle  is  an  instrument  for  distinguishing  the  threads  of  the 
web,  so  a  name  is  an  instrument  for  distinguishing  the  natures 
of  things  {Cratylus,  388  c).  The  shuttle  is  the  work  of  a 
particular  artizan,  the  carpenter,  and  can  only  l)e  made  by  one 
who  is  skilled  in  that  art.  The  name  is  the  work  of  a 
superior  artizan,  for  not  everyone  is  able  to  give  a  name  ;  and 
this  artizan  is  the  legislator.  Xow,  as  the  carpenter  in  making 
the  shuttle  looks  to  the  nature  of  the  operation  of  weaving, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  imitates  a  form  of  shuttle  of 
which  he  has  the  idea,  and  which  may  be  called  the  true,  or 
ideal  shuttle,  so  the  legislator  should  look  to  the  nature  of 
the  things  to  be  named,  without  ever  losing  sight  of  the  idea 
of  the  name  {to  eKaa-Tcp  (pva-ei  irecpvKOÇ  ovofJia,  Ibid,  389  d). 
But  as  a  smith  can  make  excellent  instruments  without 
always  using  the  same  iron,  so  names  can  be  made  out  of 
different  sounds  and  syllables,  provided  they  are  properly 
applied  to  each  thing.  Finally,  as  the  best  judge  of  a  shuttle 
is  he  who  uses  it,  so  the  best  judge  of  a  name  will  be  he  who 
is  to  use  it,  that  is,  he  who  is  to  question  and  answer,  namely, 
the  dialectician.  What  constitutes  the  propriety  and  suit- 
ability of  a  word  is  imitation,  not  external  and  sensible 
imitation,  but  imitation  of  the  special  nature  of  each  thing. 
"  If  one  could  express  the  essence  of  each  thing  in  letters  and 
syllables,  would  he  not  express  the  nature  of  each  thing  ?  " 
{Ibid.  423  e).  The  letter  "  ^"  for  example,  expresses  motion  ; 
the  sibilant  letters  give  an  idea  of  blowing  ;  the  letters  "  d  " 
and  "  t  "  are  expressive  of  binding  and  resting  in  a  place. 

This  being  the  case,  must  we  not  agree  with  Cratylus  that 
he  who  knows  words  knows  things,  reduce  the  dialectic  to 
etymology,  and  give  to  the  gods  the  credit  of  having  invented 
speech  ?  Plato  will  admit  none  of  these  inferences.  He 
rejects  the  hypothesis  of  a  divine  revelation  :  in  the  first  place, 
many  particular  words  are  badly  formed  :  in  the  second  place, 
if  we  look  into  language  as  a  whole  for  the  conception  of  nature, 
we  shall  find  that  among  etymologies  some  favour 'the  theory 
of  Heraclitus,  that  is  to  say,  of  universal  becoming,  and  others 


\^ 


Q 


X 


206 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


the  unity  and  immobility  of  Parmenides.  Are  we  then  to 
believe  that  the  gods  contradicted  themselves  ?  Or  can  it  be 
granted  that  the  science  of  words  is  the  science  of  things  ? 
Everything  is  not  capable  of  being  expressed  in  its  essence  by 
a  corresponding  letter.  Who  could  find  for  the  name  of  every 
number  a  natural  and  appropriate  form  ?  In  this  case  and  in  . 
many  others,  the  meaning  of  the  words  has  been  determined/ 
by  custom  and  convention.  How  then  could  the  study  of  word» 
instruct  us  as  to  the  nature  of  things  ?  Moreover,  shall  not  he  \ 
who  confines  himself  to  the  study  of  language  be  reduced  to 
accepting  only  the  thought  of  those  who  made  languages  ? 
But  those  who  made  the  first  words  made  them  in  accordance 
with  their  particular  way  of  conceiving  things,  and  if  they 
were  mistaken,  we  must  be  mistaken  too.  Again,  how  did  the 
first  inventors  of  language  form  it,  if  they  had  not  already  the 
knowledge  of  things  ?  And  how  could  they  have  had  this 
knowledge,  if  things  are  only  known  by  their  names  ?  It  is 
impossible,  then,  to  find  in  names  the  measure  and  the 
absolute  sign  of  truth  :  things  must  be  studied,  not  in  their 
names,  but  in  themselves. 

Thus,  according  to  Plato,  it  is  possible  to  conceive  a  perfect, 
ideal  language,  which  would  be  the  adequate  expression  of 
truth  ;  and,  so  far,  Cratylus  is  right.  In  truth,  it  was  not  a 
dialectician  who  presided  at  the  formation  of  language  ;  there- 
fore, it  must  be  partly  conventional,  partly  arbitrary,  and 
partly  the  result  of  chance,  and  truth  is  not  to  be  sought 
in  the  analysis  of  words.  Setting  aside  the  puerile  attempts  at 
etymology  in  the  Cratylus,  we  find  that  Plato  recognized,  in  the 
first  place,  that  words  are  instruments  of  analysis,  the  name  is 
an  instrument  of  instruction  used  to  distinguish  the  nature  of 
things;  secondly,  that  language  is  natural,  and  not,  as  Demo- 
critus  thought,  conventional,  although  in  many  cases  convention 
and  use  have  determined  the  meaning  of  words  ;  thirdly,  that 
thought  does  not  spring  from  language,  but  language  from 
thought.    Before  we  can  name  things,  we  must  first  know  them. 

Aristotle  :    Speech   is  a  Natural   Faculty  y  Language  a   Con- 
vention. 

We  have  only  a  few  lines  of  Aristotle  on  the  psychological 
theory  of  language.   From  them  we  see  that  he  opposed  Plato's 
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theory,  without,  however,  accepting  that  of  Democritus  in  a 
literal  sense.  "  Speech,"  Aristotle  said,  "  is  a  representation 
of  the  affections  of  the  soul  "  (o-v/ul^oXov  tmv  ev  tu  yl^v-^u 
TraOtj/jLaTwv),  as  writing  is  a  symbol  of  the  modifications  of  the 
voice.  The  affections  of  the  soul,  expressed  by  words,  are  the 
same  in  all  men,  but  the  representation  of  them  by  words  is  a 
matter  of  convention,  and,  consequently,  varies  in  the  different 
races,  like  the  written  symbols. 

Thus,  Aristotle  does  not  hold  that  words  reveal  the  nature 
of  things.  His  definition  of  a  name  implies  that  he  rejects 
Plato's  view,  and,  a  fortiori,  that  of  Cratylus.  "OvojuLa  jmei/  ovv 
icTTL  (pwvri  (jrjiuLavTiKi]  Kara  (TuvOtjKrjif  avev  •)(^p6vov  >]ç  imrjcèv  laepoç 
e<7TÎ  (TrjjULavTiKov  KeyitypLCTfjievov.  A  name  is  a  word  whose 
entirely  conventional  meaning  does  not  involve  the  idea  of 
time,  and  no  part  of  which  has  any  meaning  when  taken 
separately.  The  proof  of  this  is  that  the  name  has  not  a 
natural  existence,  that  it  only  acquires  existence  the  moment 
it  is  used  as  a  symbol  (orav  yevrjTai  o-vjul^oXov).  From  which 
it  follows  that  speech  itself,  which  is  composed  of  a  noun  and 
a  verb,  has,  like  its  component  parts,  only  a  conventional 
meaning.  This  being  the  case,  it  is  absurd  to  expect  to  find 
knowledge  of  things  by  an  etymological  analysis  of  the  terms 
used  to  indicate  them.  At  the  most,  one  might  by  this 
means  find  an  image  of  the  different  states  of  mind  caused  by 
things.  Aristotle  does  not  seem  to  have  made  the  most  of 
this  connection  between  the  states  of  the  soul  and  the  words 
which  represent  them,  in  his  explanation  of  the  origin  of 
language.  We  must  not  suppose,  however,  that  Aristotle 
carried  to  an  extreme  the  theory  of  language  as  an  arbitrary 
institution.  For  him  man  alone  among  animals  has  been 
endowed  with  the  faculty  of  speech.  Nature  has  given  us 
speech  as  well  as  motion.  Speech  consists  of  words,  as 
dancing  consists  of  bodily  movements.  Thus  the  origin  of 
speech  is  providential  and  natural,  it  is  only  the  use  made  of 
it  that  is  fortuitous  and  voluntary. 

The  theory  of  the  arbitrariness  of  language  appears  to  have 
been  exaggerated  in  the  Peripatetic  school.  Alexander  of 
Aphrodisias  regards  speech  as  a  sound  produced  by  an 
animated  being,  on  the  occasion  of  an  image  or  an  emotion, 
the   character  of  which  is,  moreover,  not  determined  by  the 
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nature   of   the  internal   phenomenon,  for   the   latter  depends 
altogether  on  convention  {De  Anima,  132  a). 

The  Stoics  insist  on  the  Connection  between  Language  and. 
Thought. 

As  Empiricists  and  Nominalists,  the  Stoics  naturally  identi- 
fied language  with  thought  in  its  general  and  abstract  form. 
Their  doctrine  may  be  summed  up  in  two  equally  true  though 
apparently  contradictory  statements  :  Man  speaks  because  he 
thinks,  and  thinks  because  he  speaks.  Dialectic  is  the  science 
or  the  art  of  speaking  well  (eTria-rmtji^  too  ev  Xéyciv)  ;  but  to 
speak  well  is  to  speak  what  is  true  (to  àXrjOfj  Xiyeiv),  and 
fitting  (irpocri'iKoi^Ta).  Correctness  of  expression  is  the  §ame 
as  correctness  of  thought:  for  the  thought  and  the  word 
are  one  and  the  same  thing  regarded  from  different  points  of 
view.  The  \6yoc,  which  is  thought  considered  as  inward, 
hidden  in  the  breast,  becomes  a  word  in  being  uttered 
(irpocpopiKoc).  Voice  ((pcoi^yi)  may  be  defined  in  a  general  way 
as  air  that  has  been  struck  (anp  TreTrX^/yM^Voç)  ;  an  animal's 
voice  is  the  air  smitten  by  passion  ;  human  speech  is  different, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  articulate  (k'i'apOpoç)  and  emitted  by  thought 
(koi  airo  Siavoiaç  eKTre^iro^evrj). 

The  Stoics  held  that  discursive  thought  was  necessarily 
connected  with  language  (Sidioia  eKXaXfjriKi'i)  (D.  L.  vii,  49),  and 
this  theory  is  the  logical  consequence  and  the  expression  of 
their  Nominalism. 

Formal  Logic,  according  to  the  Stoics,  has  to  do  with  what 
is  expressed,  what  is  said,  to  Xektok  By  the  word  Xe/rroV 
they  meant  the  content  of  thought,  the  idea,  as  distinct, 
in  the  first  place,  from  the  external  thing  to  which  it  refers 
(to  Tvyxcivop);  secondly,  from  the  sound  by  which  it  is 
expressed  (cpwi^v)  ;  thirdly,  from  the  activity  of  the  think- 
ing mind.  The  object,  the  word  spoken,  the  activity  of  the 
mind  even,  which  is  merely  a  modification  of  the  iri^eO^ia  or 
psychic  breath,  are  all  material  things.  The  Xe/cToV  alone 
is  incorporeal.  But,  in  the  teaching  of  the  Stoics,  what  is 
not  corporeal  is  not  real  ;  therefore,  the  idea  for  them  is  only 
an  abstraction,  it  is  nothing  until  fixed  by  the  word  which 
gives  it  body  and  reality.  Thought  has  a  content  which 
can  only  be  expressed  by  speech,  and  deserves  more  especially 
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to  be  called  by  the  name  of  XcactoV,  that  which  is  said. 
The  Stoics'  theory  may  be  summed  up  by  saying  that  reason 
was  with  them  discursive  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term,  and 
the  Xoyoç  was  at  once  both  reason  and  speech. 

And  now,  was  language,  thus  identified  with  abstract 
thought,  arbitrary  ?  The  Stoics  held  that  from  the  heart, 
which  is  the  centre  of  the  governing  principle  (the  ^ye/noviKov  ) 
there  emanates  a  breath  which  extends  and  reaches  the  vocal 
organs.  Hence  the  faculty  of  speech.  But  if  man  has  by 
nature  the  faculty  of  speech,  are  not,  at  any  rate,  the  words 
themselves  arbitrary  ?  Words,  as  Plato  said,  are  not  formed 
by  chance,  the  sounds  of  which  they  are  composed  imitate  the 
properties  of  things,  and  these  can  be  discovered  by  etymolo- 
gical analysis. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  Stoics  could  reconcile  this 
theory  with  their  grammatical  observations.  They  had  noticed 
that  dissimilar  words  are  used  to  indicate  similar  things,  that 
each  term  has  several  meanings,  and  that  the  same  thing  is 
designated  by  several  synonymous  terms — facts  which  had 
been  used  by  Democritus  to  prove  the  arbitrary  origin  of 
words.  But  this  school  gave  more  attention  to  questions 
that  were  purely  grammatical  than  to  the  philosophy  of 
language. 

Epicnrus  :  First  Attempt  at  a  Psychological  Theœ^y  of  the 
Origin  of  Language. 

So  far,  the  question  whether  spoken  language  is  conventional 
or  arbitrary,  was  merely  a  question  as  to  whether  words  do,  or 
do  not,  imitate  the  nature  and  essence  of  things.  The  \ 
Epicureans  were  the  first  to  consider  language  as  a  historical 
fact,  and  to  seek  a  psychological  solution  of  the  problem  of  its 
origin.  The  nature  of  man,  with  his  needs,  his  emotions,  and 
his  experience,  explains  the  origin  and  development  of  languages. 
In  the  first  place,  the  hypothesis  of  the  arbitrariness  of 
language  must  be  rejected  {ra  ovo/uLara  e^  àp-)(rjç  ^rj  Oecrei 
yevéa-Oai),  (Epic,  apud  D.  L.  X.  75).  To  suppose  that  someone 
first  distributed  the  names  of  things,  and  then  taught  these 
names  to  men,  is  absurd  (Lucretius,  V,  1040).  For  by 
what  privilege  could  this  man  have  done  a  thing  of 
which   others  were   incapable  ?      How,  in  the   second  place 
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could  he  have  made  himself  understood  by  men  who  had 
no  acquaintance  with  speech  ?  Finally,  how  could  he  have 
propagated  his  invention  ?  By  violence  ?  but  he  was  one 
against  the  whole  world  :  Through  reason  ?  but  he  could  not 
have  persuaded  those  who  were  deaf  (Lucr.  V,  1040-1055). 
Thus,  every  theory  of  a  conventional  creation  of  language 
presupposes  language. 

The  true  origin  of  languages  is  to  be  found  in  the  nature  of 
man  and  m  his  needs. 

"  Nature  prompted  men  to  utter  the  various  sounds  of  the  tongue,  and 
convenience  drew  from  them  the  names  of  things,  almost  in  the  same  manner 
as  inability  to  use  the  tongue  seems  to  excite  children  to  gesture,  when  it 
causes  them  to  point  with  the  finger  at  objects  which  are  present  before 
them.  For  every  creature  is  sensible  that  it  can  use  its  own  faculty. 
Even  before  horns  are  produced  on  the  forehead  of  a  calf,  it  butts  and  pushes 
fiercely  with  it  when  enraged  ;  and  the  young  of  panthers  and  whelps  of 
lions  contend  with  their  talons,  and  feet,  and  teeth,  when  their  teeth  and 
talons  are  yet  scarcely  grown.  .  .  .  Lastly,  what  is  there  so  wonderful  in 
this  matter,  if  the  human  race,  whose  voice  and  tongue  were  in  full 
vigour,  distinguished  various  objects  by  sounds,  according  to  their  various 
feelings  ;  when  dumb  cattle,  and  even  the  tribes  of  wild  beasts,  are  wont 
to  utter  difi"erent  and  distinct  cries  when  terror  or  pain  atfects  their 
hearts,  and  when  joy  prevails  in  them  ?  .  .  .  If  various  feelings,  there- 
fore, impel  the  inferior  animals,  though  they  are  destitute  of  speech,  to 
utter  various  sounds,  how  much  more  consonant  is  it  to  reason,  that  men, 
even  in  those  early  days  should  have  been  able  to  distinguish  different 
objects  by  different  names  !  "  (Lucretius,  1027  ff.). 

Every  emotion  affects  the  organ  of  breathing  in  a  special 
manner  ;  the  earliest  language  was  an  emotional  language 
resulting  solely  from  the  nature  of  man.  Each  race,  on  ex- 
periencing the  emotions  (^Sia  7raa-)(ovcraç  iraQrj)  and  receiving 
the  images  (lèia  Xa/m^avova-aç  (pavrda-imaTa)  peculiar  to  it, 
uttered  sounds  related  to  these  sentiments  and  impressions. 
Hence  the  diversity  of  languages  (Epic,  apud  D.  L.  x,  75). 

The  first  foundation  of  language,  was  thus,  not  the  result  of 
an  arbitrary  institution,  but,  as  it  were,  a  kind  of  product  of 
nature.  This  first  foundation  being  given,  convention,  stimu- 
lated by  the  wants  of  men,  may  then  intervene.  Each  race 
has  agreed  to  impose  certain  names  on  things  in  order  to 
make  them  known  to  others  in  a  less  equivocal  way,  and  to 
express  them  as  shortly  as  possible  (Epic,  apiul  D.  L.  x,  75). 
It  was  then  also  that  individual  influence  had  an  opportunity 


LANGUAGE 


211 


of  making  itself  felt,  and  it  especially  affected  the  forma- 
tion of  words  indicating  abstract  conceptions.  In  short, 
the  Epicureans  regarded  speech  as  a  natural  language.  On 
their  theory,  every  man  possesses  in  his  vocal  organs  the 
instrument  of  language,  and  tends  to  make  use  of  it.  There 
is  nothing  artificial  in  the  expression  of  feelings  and  ideas  by 
sounds.  If  each  race  has  its  own  language,  it  is  because  every 
race  has  its  own  peculiar  emotions  and  ideas.  Convention  can 
only  modify,  and  prune,  and  give  precision  to  the  natural 
language.  The  influence  of  individuals  is  only  felt  in  the 
formation  of  terms  that  correspond  to  abstract  conceptions, 
because  these  conceptions  themselves  are  the  result  of  reflection. 

Summary  ;   ConcejJtions  of  Language  formed  by  the  Ancients. 

To  sum  up,  we  find  among  the  ancients  two  theories  con- 
cerning the  origin  of  language.  The  first,  that  of  the  innateness 
of  a  primitive  language,  appears  to  have  been  held  by  the 
vulgar  only.  It  was  not  adopted  by  any  philosopher,  but  it  is 
implied  in  the  experiment  made  by  the  Egyptian  King 
Psammetichus,  who,  in  order  to  discover  whether  the 
Egyptians  or  the  Phrygians  were  the  older  race,  ordered  two 
children  to  be  brought  up  by  goats,  and  forbade  their  guardians 
to  let  them  hear  the  sound  of  any  language.  "  The  first  word 
uttered  by  these  children,  ^eKo^,  which  in  the  Phrygian 
language  means  bread,  thus  proving,  it  was  supposed,  that  the 
Phrygian  was  the  primitive  language  of  mankind,  is  probably 
derived  from  the  same  Aryan  root  which  exists  in  the  English, 
to  bake.  How  these  unfortunate  children  came  by  the  idea 
of  baked  bread,  involving  the  ideas  of  corn,  mill,  oven,  fire,  etc., 
seems  never  to  have  struck  the  ancient  sages  of  Egypt"  ^  (Max 
Millier,  Science  of  Langicage,  Vol.  I,  Ch.  14). 

In  general,  all  the  ancient  philosophers,  except  Cratylus, 
agreed  in  regarding  language  as  a  human  creation  ;  but,  while, 
to  some,  words  were  purely  artificial  signs,  to  others  they  were 
an  imitation  of  the  essence  and  nature  of  things,— a  hypothesis 
which  only  the  fantastic  etymology  of  which  we  find  an 
example  in  the  Cratylus  would  justify.     The  Epicureans,  who 

^  ^  Similar  experiments  are  said  to  have  been  made  by  the  Swabian  Emperor 
Frederick  IL,  by  James  IV.  of  Scotland,  and  by  the  Mongolian  Emperors  of 
India  (Max  Miiller). 
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had  a  conception  of  a  psychological  study  of  language,  held  that 
words  do  not  imitate  the  nature  of  things,  but  rather  correspond 
to  the  mental  states  of  the  men  who  made  the  language. 

Christianitij  :  Divine  Bevelation  of  Language, 
In  Christian  philosophy  we  find  the  hypothesis  of  a  divine 
revelation  of  languages  for  the  first  time  clearly  expressed. 
The  heresiarch  Eunomius  (fourth  century)  accused  St.  Basil  of 
having  denied  Providence,  because  he  would  not  admit  that  God 
created  the  names  of  things,  but  attributed  the  invention  of 
language  to  the  faculties  which  God  gave  to  man.  St.  Gregory 
defended  St.  Basil.  In  the  Book  of  Genesis  it  is  not  the 
Creator  who  gives  names  to  all  things,  but  Adam:  "And 
out  of  the  ground  the  Lord  God  formed  every  beast  of  the 
field,  and  every  fowl  of  the  air  ;  and  brought  them  unto  Adam 
to  see  what  he  would  call  them  :  and  whatsoever  Adam  called 
every  living  creature,  that  was  the  name  thereof"  (Gen.  II, 
19).  Though  God  has  given  to  human  nature  its  faculties, 
St  Gregory  writes  :  ''  It  does  not  follow  that  therefore  He 
produces  all  the  actions  which  we  perform.  He  has  given  us 
the  faculty  of  building  a  house  and  doing  any  other  work  ;  but 
we  surely  are  the  builders,  and  not  He.  In  the  same  manner 
our  faculty  of  speaking  is  the  work  of  Him  who  has  so  framed 
our  nature  ;  but  the  invention  of  words  for  naming  each  object 
is  the  work  of  our  mind"  (Max  Mliller,  Science  of  Language,  Vol. 

I.  p.  30). 

Throughout  the  middle  ages,  names  were  considered  more 
especially  from  the  point  of  view  of  their  generality  and 
connection  with  general  ideas.  The  history  of  the  Nominalistic 
theories  belongs,  however,  to  grammar  and  logic  rather  than  to 
philosophy. 

Bacon  on  Signs  and  Language. 

Bacon  observes  that  speech  is  not  the  only  possible  language. 

«Whatever  can  be  divided  into  differences  sufficiently  numerous  to 
explain  the  variety  of  notions  (provided  those  differences  be  perceptible 
to  the  senses)  may  be  made  a  vehicle  to  convey  the  thoughts  of  one  man 
to  another.  For  we  see  that  nations  which  understand  not  one  another's 
language  carry  on  their  commerce  well  enough  by  means  of  gestures. 
And,  in  the  practice  of  some  who  had  been  deaf  and  dumb  from  their 
birth,  and  were  otherwise  clever,  I  have  seen  wonderful  dialogues  carried 


on  between  them  and  their  friends  who  had  learnt  to  understand  their 
gestures"  {Advanc.  of  Learning^  Ed"  Ellis  and  Spedding,  Vol.  IV, 
p.  439). 

Speech  is  then  only  one  species  of  the  genus  sign.  Among 
signs,  some  are  founded  on  analogy,  as  gestures  and  hierogly- 
phics ;  others,  such  as  the  characters  in  handwriting,  are 
purely  conventional  and  arbitrary. 

But  is  the  spoken  language  conventional  or  arbitrary  ? 
Bacon  does  not  at  all  approve  of  inquiries  into  the  original 
imposition  of  names,  or  such  etymologies  as  those  of  Cratylus. 

"That  curious  inquiry  .  .  .  concerning  the  exposition  and  original 
etymology  of  names  ;  or  the  supposition  that  they  were  not  arbitrarily 
fixed  at  first,  but  derived  and  deduced  by  reason  and  according  to 
significance  ;  a  subject  elegant  indeed,  and  pliant  as  wax  to  be  shaped 
and  turned  "  (Ibid.), 

^Bacon_allows,  however,  that  names  are  "  the  vestiges  of 
reason,"  and  he  dreams  of  a  philosophical  grammar,  based  on  a 
comparison  of  the  different  idioms.  Such  a  grammar  would 
lead  to  the  formation  of  a  perfect  language,  in  which  "  the 
several  beauties  of  each  [language]  may  be  combined  (as  in  the 
Venus  of  Apelles),  into  a  most  beautiful  image  and  excellent 
model  of  speech  itself,  for  the  right  expressing  of  the 
meanings  of  the  mind  "  (Ibid.).  This  curious  theory  pre- 
supposes the  possibility  of  creating  a  language,  merely  by 
convention  and  artifice,  and  this  in  fact  would  seem  to  have 
been  Bacon's  theory  :  "  Xew  words,"  he  says,  "  being  commonly 
framed  and  applied  according  to  the  capacity  of  the  vulgar  " 
{Novum  Organum,  §  59).  In  his  classification  of  errors,  Bacon 
mentions  those  which  result  from  the  use  of  language,  the  idola 
fori,  idols  of  the  market-place.  We  have  words  for  some 
things  which  do  not  exist,  and  no  words  for  others  that  do 
exist.  Moreover,  there  are  confused  names  corresponding  to 
casual  and  inexact  abstractions.  "  For  men  believe  that  their 
reason  governs  words  ;  but  it  is  also  true  that  words  react  on 
the  understanding  ;  and  this  it  is  that  has  rendered  philosophy 
and  the  sciences  sophistical  and  inactive  "  (Ibid.). 

Locke  connects  the  Study  of  Words  with  the  Study  of  Ideas. 
The    empirical    school    was    obliged  by    its    theory    of   the 
intelligence  to  unite,  in  the  closest  way,  the  study  of  language 
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with  the  study  of  thought.  Admitting  the  existence  of  neither 
first  principles,  nor  of  ideas  innate  to  the  mind,  they  were 
forced  to  seek  in  the  instrument  of  thought,  that  is  in  speech, 
the  principle  which  fundamentally  transforms  knowledge. 

"  I  find,"  says  Locke,  "  that  there  is  so  close  connection  between  ideas 
and  words,  and  our  abstract  ideas  and  general  words  have  so  constant  a 
relation  one  to  another,  that  it  is  impossible  to  speak  clearly  and 
distinctly  of  our  knowledge,  which  all  consists  in  propositions,  without 
considering  first  the  nature,  use,  and  signification  of  language"  (0/i  the 
Hitman  Understanding^   Bk.  II,  Ch.  33,  end). 

God,  having  made  man  a  sociable  being,  endowed  him  witli 
the  faculty  of  speech,  "  which  was  to  be  the  great  instrument 
and  common  tie  of  society.  Man,  therefore,  had  by  nature 
his  organs  so  fashioned  as  to  be  fit  to  frame  articulate  sounds, 
which  we  call  words"  (Bk.  Ill,  Ch.  1).  The  first  condition  of 
speech  is,  therefore,  a  natural  aptitude  of  the  organism.  But 
that  is  not  enough,  as  we  see  by  the  example  of  parrots 
and  other  birds.  Man  must,  in  the  second  place,  "  be  able 
to  use  these  words  as  signs  of  intctmal  conceptions,  and  to 
make  them  stand  as  marks  for  the  ideas  within  his  own 
mind  "  (Ibid.).  Given  these  two  conditions,  a  language  might 
exist,  but  it  would  still  be  imperfect.  The  multiplication  of 
words  would  have  perplexed  their  use,  had  every  particular 
thing  a  distinct  name  to  be  signified  by  ;  "  to  remedy  this 
inconvenience,  language  had  got  a  further  improvement  in  the 
use  of  general  terms,  whereby  one  word  was  made  to  mark  a 
multitude  of  particular  existences." 

As  man  possesses  by  nature  the  faculty  of  forming 
articulate  sounds,  it  is  for  him  to  use  and  develop  this  faculty, 
to  invenb  words,  in  fact,  and  their  meaning.  The  invention 
of  language  arose  out  of  the  need  of  communicating  to  others, 
through  external  and  sensible  signs,  ideas  which  are  hivisible. 
There  is  no  natural  connection  between  particular  articulate 
sounds  and  particular  ideas.  It  is  by  an  arbitrary  convention 
that  such  and  such  a  word  has  become  the  sign  of  such  and  such 
an  idea.  This  can  be  proved  in  two  ways  :  1st,  if  there  were  any 
natural  connection  between  sounds  and  ideas,  all  men  would 
speak  the  same  language  ;  2ndly,  it  is  a  fact  that  words  often 
fail  to  excite  in  others  (even  that  use  the  same  language)  the 
same  ideas  that  we  take  them  to  be  signs  of  (Bk.  Ill,  Ch.  2). 
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It  is,  therefore,  through  an  illusion,  arising  from  the 
association  of  ideas,  that  men  are  inclined  to  think  that  there 
is  a  connection  between  words  and  ideas.  We  can  even 
conceive  how  language  came  gradually  to  be  formed.  The  law 
of  this  process  was  the  gradual  passage  from  the  particular  to 
the  general,  from  the  sensible  to  the  spiritual.  We  see  this  in 
children  ;  their  first  ideas  are  evidently  particular. 

*'  Tlie  ideas  of  nurse  and  mother  are  well  framed  in  their  minds  ;  and, 
like  pictures  of  them,  only  represent  these  individuals.  .  .  .  The  names 
they  first  gave  to  them  are  confined  to  these  individuals  ;  and  the  names 
of  7iurse  and  mama  the  child  uses,  determine  themselves  to  those  persons  ' 
(Bk.  Ill,  Ch.  3). 

Observing  subsequently  a  large  number  of  other  beings  who 
resemble  their  father  and  mother  in  shape  and  other  qualities, 
they  form  an  idea  in  which  all  these  beings  participate,  and  they 
call  this  idea,  as  well  as  the  former,  by  the  new  name  of  man.  In 
so  doing  they  invent  nothing  new  ;  but  merely  abstract  from 
the  complex  idea  which  they  had  formed  of  Peter,  James, 
Mary,  and  Elizabeth,  the  qualities  which  were  peculiar  to  each  of 
them  and  only  retain  what  is  common  to  all.  In  this  way  they 
arrive  at  a  general  idea  and  a  general  name. 

Thus,  in  the  beginning,  words  must  have  been  particular, 
and  applied  to  individuals.  By  degrees,  general  ideas  were 
formed  and  the  general  terms,  which  by  connection  express 
these  ideas,  were  invented.  There  is  another  fact  which  may 
throw  light  on  the  origin  and  progress  of  language,  namely,  the 
fact  that  "  those  [words]  which  are  made  use  of  to  stand  for 
actions  and  notions  quite  removed  from  sense,  have  their  rise 
from  them,  and  from  obvious  sensible  ideas  are  transferred  to 
more  abstruse  significations,  and  are  made  to  stand  for  ideas 
that  come  not  under  the  cognizance  of  our  senses:  e.g.  to 
imagine,  apprehend,  comprehend,  adhere,  conceive,  etc.,  are  all 
words  taken  from  the  operations  of  sensible  things  and  applied 
to  certain  modes  of  thinking.  Spirit  in  its  primary  significa- 
tion is  breath]  angel,  messenger;  and  I  doubt  not  but,  if  we 
could  trace  them  to  their  sources,  we  should  find  in  all 
languages  the  names  which  stand  for  things  that  fall  not  under 
our  senses  to  have  had  their  first  rise  from  sensible  ideas." 

In  short,  Locke's  theory  is,  that  if  our  faculty  of  uttering 
articulate  sounds  is  natural,  the  invention  of  names  is  con- 
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ventional  and  arbitrary.  In  the  beginning,  words  were,  in  the 
first  place,  particular  and  only  used  to  indicate  individuals,  and, 
in  the  second  place,  they  only  signified  notions  of  sensible 
things.  Owing  to  the  progress  of  thought,  general  terms 
were  created  to  correspond  to  general  ideas,  and  words  which 
had  their  origin  in  sensible  ideas  were,  by  analogy  and 
metaphor,  transferred  to  spiritual  notions. 

Cartesian  School  :  Descartes.    Bossuet. 

With  their  rationalistic  theories  of  the  nature  of  language 
as  well  as  of  the  origin  of  ideas,  the  Cartesians  were  naturally 
opposed  to  Locke's  empiricism.  Descartes  does  not  go  much 
into  the  question  of  language,^  he  merely  mentions  in  con- 
firmation of  his  theory  of  the  automatism  of  animals,  the 
absence  of  signs  among  them. 

"  For  it  is  highly  deserving  of  remark  that  there  are  no  men  so  dull 
and  stupid,  not  even  idiots,  as  to  be  incapable  of  joining  together 
different  words,  and  thereby  constructing  a  declaration  by  which  to 
make  their  thoughts  understood  ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  no 
other  animal,  however  perfect  or  happily  circumstanced,  who  can  do  the 
like.  .  .  .  And  this  proves  not  only  that  the  brutes  have  less  reason 
than  man,  but  they  have  none  at  all  :  for  we  see  that  very  little  is 
required  to  enable  a  person  to  speak  "  {Discourse  on  Method^  Pt.  V). 

Thus,  in  Descartes'  opinion,  speech  is  not  only  the  sign  of 
thought,  but  the  proof  of  its  existence.  The  being  who  thinks, 
speaks;  thought  creates  language.  Descartes  does  not  say 
whether  primitive  words  were  particular  or  general;  but  he 
does  not  wish  words  to  be  confounded  with  "  those  natural 
movements  which  express  the  passions,  and  may  be  imitated 
by  machines,  as  well  as  by  animals."  Thus  speech  was  not 
originally  the  cry  of  emotion,  but  was  from  the  beginning  the 
expression  of  thought. 

Bossuet  {Logique,  I,  Ch.  Ill)  holds  that  words  are  arbitrary. 
"  Thought  is  natural  and  the  same  in  all  men  ;  terms  are 
artificial,  that  is  to  say,  artificially  invented,  and  each  language 
has  its  own."  By  use  and  habit,  ideas  are  now  so  joined  to 
terms  as  to  make  them  inseparable  in  our  minds.  Bossuet's 
theory  differs  from  that  of   the  empiricists  in  that,  for  hini, 

^  He  was,  however,  interested  in  the  question  of  a  universal  language  [Edn- 
Cousin,  VI,  p.  61].  , 


words,  instead  of  being  a  condition  of  understanding,  only  serve 
to  fix  ideas  in  the  mind.  Language  depends  on  thought  which 
precedes  and  creates  it. 

"  Tliere  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  idea  is  separable  from  the  term,  and 
the  term  from  the  idea.  For  we  must  understand  things  before  we  can 
name  them,  and  moreover,  the  term,  if  it  is  not  understood,  suggests  no 
idea.  The  idea  conies  before  the  term^  which  is  invented  for  the  purpose  of 
indicating  it:  we  speak  in  order  to  express  our  thoughts." 

Leibnitz,  the  Founder  of  Scientific  Philology. 

Among  the  Cartesians,  Leibnitz  was  the  only  one  who 
occupied  himself  especially  with  the  problem  of  language. 
He  did  not  confine  himself  to  advancing  a  rationalistic  theory 
in  opposition  to  Locke's  empirical  theory.  He  is  the  true 
founder  of  scientific  philology,  whose  method  he  fixed  with 
marvellous  acuteness  of  mind. 

The  traditional  view  had  been  that  Hebrew  was  the  original 
language  of  the  human  race  ;  and  hence  many  vain  attempts 
on  the  part  of  philologists  to  trace  Latin,  Greek  and  all  the  __ 
languages  to  the  Hebrew.  Leibnitz  was  the  first  who  tried  to  ^ 
destroy  this  prejudice.  "  There  is  as  much  reason,"  he  said,  "for 
supposing  Hebrew  to  have  been  the  primitive  language  of  man- 
kind, as  there  is  for  adopting  the  view  of  Grotius,  who 
published  a  work  at  Antwerp,  in  1380,  to  prove  that  Dutch  was 
the  language  spoken  in  Paradise"  (Max  Mliller,  Science  of 
Language).  But  Leibnitz  not  only  rejected  the  theological 
assumption  which  had  rendered  the  labours  of  previous 
philologists  fruitless,  he  also  both  pointed  out  the  proper 
method  of  the  science  {i.e.  the  comparative  method),  and  the 
light  which  it  might  be  expected  to  throw  on  the  early  history 
of  the  world. 

"  And  if  there  were  no  longer  an  ancient  book  to  examine, 
languages  would  take  the  place  of  books,  and  they  are  the  most 
ancient  monuments  of  mankind.  In  time  all  the  languages  of 
the  world  will  be  recorded  and  placed  in  the  dictionaries  and 
grammars,  and  compared  together  ;  this  will  be  of  very  great 
use  both  for  the  knowledge  of  things,  since  names  often 
■correspond  to  their  properties  (as  is  seen  by  the  names  of 
plants  among  different  peoples),  and  for  the  knowledge  of  our 
mind  and    the  wonderful   variety  of  its   operations  :    not    to 
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speak  of  the  origin  of  nations,  which  is  known  by  means  of 
sound  etymologies  which  the  comparison  of  languages  will  best 
furnish  "  (Nouv.  Ess.  Ill,  Chap.  IX). 

Languages  in  general  being  the  most  ancient  relics  we  have  of 
the  races  of  men — being  older,  that  is,  than  literature  and  art — 
give  us  most  information  as  to  their  origin,  relationships  and 
migrations.  Leibnitz  himself  began  this  collection  of  facts,  which 
is  the  necessary  preliminary  to  a  science  of  language.  He 
applied  to  missionaries,  ambassadors,  and  travellers  ;  he  wrote 
to  Peter  the  Great,  with  the  request  that  "  dictionaries,  or  at 
>  least  small  vocabularies  should  be  collected  of  the  numerous 
languages"  which  were  current  in  his  empire.  Later, 
Catherine  II,  following  out  this  idea,  had  a  comparative 
glossary  pubh'shed  of  "all  the  languages  of  the  world."  This 
glossary  contained  a  certain  number  of  words  in  nearly  three 
hundred  languages.     (See  Max  Miiller). 

Leibnitz:    Words  were  originally  general;    their  Institution 
not  entirely  arbitrary. 

In  the  Neiu  Essays,  Leibnitz  gives  his  views  on  the  philosophy 
of  language,  in  opposition  to  those  of  Locke.  Locke's  theories 
I  may  be  reduced  to  two  formulae:  1st,  words  originally  refer  to 
individual  objects  and  to  sensible  ideas  ;  2nd,  words  are  arbitrary. 
Leibnitz  will  not  accept  either  of  these  formulae.  The  first  he 
emphatically  rejects,  maintaining  that  words,  in  the  beginning, 
do  not  refer  to  individuals.  "  General  terms  serve  not  only  for 
the  perfection  of  languages,  but  they  are  necessary  even  ta 
their  essential  canstitution.  For  if  by  particular  things  we 
mean  individual  things,  it  would  be  impossible  to  speak  if 
there  were  only  proper  names  and  not  appellatives,  i.e.  if  there 
were  words  only  for  the  individuals  "  {Nouv.  Ess.  Ill,  Chap.  I). 
How,  indeed,  could  the  mind  give  names  to  individual  things, 
of  which  there  is  an  indefinite  multitude  ?  It  would  be  over- 
whelmed by  the  number  of  the  words  it  would  have  to  create. 
It  is  as  natural  to  employ  general  terms  as  to  observe 
resemblances  between  things.  "  And,  indeed,  the  most  general, 
being  less  burdened  with  relation  to  the  ideas  or  essences  they 
include,  although  they  are  more  comprehensive  in  relation  ta 
the  individuals  to  which  they  apply,  were  very  often  the 
easiest  to  form  and  are  the, most  useful"  (Ibid.).     Experience 


goes  to  confirm  this  opinion.  "  Thus  you  see  that  children 
and  those  who  know  little  of  the  language  which  they 
wish  to  speak,  or  of  the  matter  of  which  they  speak,  avail 
themselves  of  general  terms  as  thing,  plant,  animal,  instead  of 
employing  the  proper  terms  which  they  lack  "  (Ibid.). 

A  philological  investigation  of  proper  names  would  make 
the  proof  of  this  theory  complete.  Particular  terms  are  so  far 
from  having  preceded  general  terms  that  individual  or  proper 
names  were  all  originally  appellative  or  general  (e.g.  Brutus, 
Caesar,  Augustus). 

"Thus  I  would  venture  to  say  that  nearly  all  words  are  originally 
general  terms,  because  it  will  only  rarely  happen  that  an  express  name 
will  be  invented  without  reason,  to  indicate  one  such  individual.  We  can 
say  then  that  the  names  of  individuals  were  names  of  a  species  which 
was  given  par  'excellence  or  otherwise  to  some  individual,  as  the  name 
large  head  to  that  one  of  the  whole  city  who  had  the  largest  or  who  was 
the  most  important  of  the  large  heads  which  were  known." 

In  the  second  place,  Leibnitz  only  accepts  the  theory  of  the 
arbitrary  origin  of  speech  with  certain  reservations.  He 
does  not  believe  speech  to  be  innate  or  to  have  been  directly 
revealed  to  us  by  God,  but  he  thinks  that  there  must 
generally  be  some  reason  for  words  being  what  they  are. 

"  I  know  it  has  been  customary  to  say  in  the  schools,  and  almost  every- 
where else,  that  the  meanings  of  words  are  arbitrary  (ex  instituto),  and  it 
is  true  that  they  are  not  determined  by  a  natural  necessity  ;  but  they  are, 
nevertheless,  determined  by  reasons  sometimes  natural,  in  which  chance 
has  some  share,  sometimes  moral,  where  choice  enters"  {Ibid.  Ch.  II). 

To  prove  this,  he  returns  to  the  hypothesis  advanced  in  the 
CratyluSy  and  points  out  in  words  a  kind  of  imitation  of  the 
things  named. 

*'  It  seems  that  the  ancient  Germans,  Celts,  and  other  peoples  allied  to 
them,  have  employed,  by  a  natural  instinct,  the  letter  E  to  signify  a 
violent  movement  and  a  noise  like  that  of  this  letter.  It  appears  in  ^€(u, 
ruo,  rimien.,  rilren  .  .  .  the  Rhine,  Rhone.  .  .  .  Now,  as  the  letter  E  signifies, 
naturally  a  violent  movement,  the  letter  L  designates  a  gentler  one.  .  .  , 
Not  to  speak  of  an  infinite  number  of  other  similar  appellations,  which 
prove  that  there  is  something  natural  in  the  origin  of  words,  which  / 
indicates  a  relation  between  things  and  the  sounds  and  movements  of  the  vocal  I 
organs"  (Ibid.). 

Nevertheless,  he  admits  the  possibility  of  languages  that 
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are    "  artificial,  dependent  on  choice,    and  entirely  arbitrary, 
as  the  language  of  the  Chinese  is  supposed  to  be." 

All  his  life  Leibnitz  dreamed  of  the  possibility  of  what  he 
calls  a  "  caractéristique  universelle''  a  philosophical  language 
analogous  to  the  language  of  mathematics.  To  achieve  this, 
it  would  be  necessary,  first,  to  discover  the  elementary 
concepts  of  which  all  others  are  forms  ;  secondly,  to  deter- 
mine all  possible  combinations  of  these  concepts,  so  that, 
simply  by  a  mathematical  calculation,  it  would  be  possible 
not  only  to  prove  the  truth  of  every  proposition,  l)ut  to  find 
new  propositions.  To  simple  concepts  and  their  combinations 
there  should  correspond  signs  of  an  absolute  value,  which 
would  be  capable  of  constituting  a  universal  language. 

The  Eighteenth  Century  Philosophers.  Condillac  :  Languages 
are  Analytical  Methods  ;  To  Reason  is  to  Calculate  ;  JIdarks  of 
a  well-formed  Language. 

It  is  in  the  eighteenth  century  that  we  find  philosophers 
attaching  most  importance  to  the  study  of  language  and  its 
relation  to  thought.  Condillac  exaggerated  the  importance  of 
signs  to  a  paradoxical  extent.  He  went  so  far  as  to  sub- 
ordinate thought  to  language,  even  saying  that  we  have  an 
innate  language,  although  we  have  no  innate  ideas.  To  reason 
well  is  to  speak  well.  Science  is  nothing  more  than  a  well- 
constructed  language.  Is  not  speech  the  condition  of  abstract 
and  general  ideas  ;  and  are  not  these  ideas  the  condition  of 
reason  ? 

"  If  we  had  no  names,  we  should  have  no  abstract  ideas  ;  and  if  we  had 
no  abstract  ideas,  we  should  have  neither  genera  nor  species  ;  and  if  we 
had  neither  genera  nor  species,  we  could  not  reason  about  anything. 
Now,  if  we  can  only  reason  with  the  help  of  these  names,  this  also  proves 
we  only  reason  well  or  ill  because  our  language  is  a  good  or  an  infeiior 
one.  Analysis  will  therefore  teach  us  to  reason  only  in  so  far  as,  by 
teaching  us  to  determine  abstract  and  general  ideas,  it  teaches  us  to  con- 
struct our  language  well,  and  the  whole  art  of  reasoning  may  be  reduced 
to  the  art  of  speaking  well  "  {Log.  2nd  Part,  Ch.  V). 

Let  US  try  to  understand  Condillac's  theory.  According  to 
him  there  is  only  one  method,  the  method  of  analysis.  The 
whole  work  of  thought  consists  in  analysing  confused  and 
complex    knowledge,    in     abstracting,    by    this    means,     its 
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simple  elements,  and  the  relations  between  them,  in  proceed- 
ing, in  short,  from  the  unknown  to  the  known  ;  and  this  is 
possible  only  if  what  is  unknown  is  contained  in  what  is 
known,  and  can  be  discovered  there  by  means  of  analysis. 

"  Every  language  is  an  analytic  method,  and  every  analytic  method  is 
a  language  {Langue  des  calculs^  Préface).  It  is  impossible  to  speak  without 
resolving  thought  into  its  different  elements,  in  order  to  express  them 
singly  one  after  another  ;  and  speech  is  the  only  instrument  by  which  this^ 
analysis  of  thought  is  possible.  Languages  are  therefore,  properly 
speaking,  methods.  Reasoning  can  be  perfected  only  in  so  far  as  they 
are  made  perfect,  and,  when  reduced  to  its  simplicity,  the  art  of  reasoning 
can  be  nothing  else  than  a  well-constructed  language  "  {Log.  2nd  Part, 
Ch.  VII). 

Condillac's  theory  is,  however,  not  altogether  paradoxical.  It 
rests  on  his  conception  of  science  and  of  the  processes  of  logic. 
Descartes  aimed  at  the  imitation  of  "  the  long  chains  of 
simple  and  easy  reasonings,  by  means  of  which  geometers  are 
accustomed  to  reach  the  conclusions  of  their  most  difficult 
demonstrations  "  {Disc,  de  la  Méthode,  2nd  Part),  and  Condillac 
was  a  Cartesian  inasmuch  as  he  would  only  admit  the  exist- 
ence of  one  method — the  mathematical.  "  We  have  in 
Algebra,"  he  says,  "a  striking  proof  of  the  fact  that  the 
progress  of  science  depends  solely  on  the  progress  of 
languages"  {Log.  2nd  Part,  Ch.  VII). 

To  the  objection  that  algebra  deals  with  quantity,  and 
proceeds  by  equations  and  not  by  propositions,  Condillac 
boldly  replies  :  "  Equations,  propositions,  aiul  judgments  are  in 
reality  the  same  thing,  and  consequently  the  same  method  of 
reasoning  is  used  in  every  science  "  {Log.  2nd  Part,  Ch.  VIII). 
He  gives  a  more  precise  statement  of  his  theory  when  he  adds 
that,  "  to  calculate  is  to  reason  and  to  reason  is  to  calculate. 
We  have  here  two  names,  but  not  two  operations"  {Langue 
des  calcîds,  I,  Ch.  XVI).  We  find  what  we  do  not  know  in 
what  we  do  know,  for  the  unknown  is  in  the  known,  because 
it  is  the  same  thing  as  the  known.  To  go  from  the  known  to 
the  unknown  is,  therefore,  to  go  from  the  same  to  the 
same.  To  pass  from  one  proposition  to  another  identical 
proposition,  and  to  reason,  is  the  same  thing.  What  is  called 
progress  of  thought  is  merely  a  progress  of  expression.  To 
reason  is  to  translate  a  proposition  which  implicitly  contained 
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a  truth  into  another  proposition  in  which  we  have  a  glimpse 
of  this  truth,  and  the  second  proposition  into  another  in 
which  it  is  completely  revealed  (Laromiguière,  Pamdooxs  de 
Condillac). 

"Every  act  of    reasoning    consists   in   the   substitution   of    one  ex- 
pression  for  another,    the   same   idea   being  preserved  in  both.     Now, 
in    calculation,    sums,     differences,    products,    and     quotients    are    only 
abridged   expressions,  which  are   substituted  for  other   less  convenient 
ones,  but  which  contain  the  same  idea.     Therefore,  to  reason  is  to  sub- 
stitute, and   to  calculate  is   also  to  substitute"  (Laromiguière,   Ibid.). 
"  Reasoning  is  merely  a  calculation,  and  the  operations  of  calculation  are 
mechanical,  therefore  the  operations  of  reasoning  are  in   every  science 
mechanical.     To  say  that  reasoning  is  mechanical  is  to  say  that  it  refers 
to  words  and  signs,  hence  a  chain  of  reasoning  or  a  science  is  merely  a 
language.    It  may  perhaps  ]je  objected  that  the  inference  from  this  is  that 
the  general  ideas  of  metaphysics  are  not  ideas,  that  they  are  only  signs, 
and  that,  consequently,  the  reasonings  of  a  metaphysician,  like  the  calcu-' 
lations  of  a  mathematician,  are  mechanical  operations.     This  is  true.    No 
one  is  more  convinced  than  I  am  of  this  truth,  which  is  confirmed  by  my 
•experience  every  day  "  {Langue  des  calculs,  I,  Ch.  XVI). 

In  his  Langue  des  calculs,  a  work  which  was  unfortunately 
never  finished,  Condillac  tried  to  prove  by  examples  that  "  to 
<;reate  a  science  is  nothing  else  than  to  construct  a  language  " 
{Langue  des  calcids,  I,  Ch.  XVI).  In  this  work  he  proceeds 
without  any  fixed  plan,  allowing  himself  to  be  guided  by  the 
analogy  of  terms.  He  shows  us  the  unknown  in  the  known, 
by  a  substitution  of  expressions.  "  Thus  we  see  that  mathe- 
matics are  formed  according  as  language  is  formed  "  {Ibid.). 

A     science    is     therefore    nothhig   but   a   well-constructed 

language.     What    then    are    the  marks  of  a  good  language? 

In  the  first  place,  it  must  be  simple,  so  that  the  mind  may  not 

be   overwhelmed   by   the   signs,  which   it   should   be   able   to 

manipulate    with    ease.      What    would   a   man    do    in    whose 

language   there  were  a  hundred  different  words  for  the  first 

hundred  numbers  ?     In  the  second  place,  the  signs  must  be 

rigorously  determined.     Their  meaning  must  be  exact,  unique, 

and  well  defined.     Lastly  (and  this  quality  is  implied  in  and 

implies  the  two  others),  a  language  must  be  formed  according 

to   the  laws   of   analogy.     The   words,   when   analysed,  must 

correspond  to  the  elementary  ideas  they  express.  "  It  is  only 

on  this  condition  that  language  can  be  a  guide  to  the  mind. 
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or  that  one  sign  can  lead  to  another  according  to  the  laws  of 
analysis. 

"  The  wdiole  art  of  reasoning,  like  the  whole  art  of  speaking, 
may  be  reduced  to  analogy  "  (Langue  des  calculs,  Prëf.). 
Everything  depends  on  the  order.  One  expression  leads  to 
another  and  truths  are  followed  by  truths  when  nothing 
intervenes.  There  is  no  great  mystery  in  genius.  "A  man 
of  genius  begins  at  the  beginning,  goes  straight  ahead.  His 
whole  art  is  in  this  "  {Ihid.  II,  Ch.  I).  A  good  language 
would  fill   the  place  of  genius. 

"  To  reason  mechanically  does  not  mean  to  reason  like  a  machine  or 
an  automaton.  Mechanical  reasoning  is  the  employment  of  a  language 
so  clear,  so  exact,  so  definite,  in  a  word,  so  perfect,  that  without  any 
trouble,  analogy  alone  calls  up  and  brings  together  the  signs,  and  merely 
by  bringing  them  together  shows  us  the  truth." 

Origiyi  of  Langiuage  according  to  Condillac  ;  Tlie  Langiiage 
of  Action  and  of  Speech. 

In  his  Essay  on  the  Origin  of  Huinan  Knowledge  (1746), 
Condillac,  unwilling  to  go  against  the  religious  traditions, 
accepts  the  theory  that  Adam  and  Eve,  "  when  newly  created 
by  God,  were,  by  an  extraordinary  gift,  in  a'  condition  to  reflect 
and  to  communicate  their  thoughts"  (2nd  Part).  But  he 
supposes  that  some  time  after  the  deluge  two  children  of 
different  sexes  lost  their  way  in  the  desert  before  they  had 
learnt  the  use  of  any  sign  ;  and,  "  who  knows,"  he  says,  "  that 
there  is  not  a  race  which  owes  its  origin  to  such  an  event  ? 
The  question  is,  how  did  this  new  nation  invent  a  language  for 
itself  ?  "  Condillac  admits,  then,  that  language  may  have  had 
a  natural  origin.  In  his  Logique  (published  in  1781,  after  his 
death),  he  does  not  even  allude  to  the  divine  revelation  of 
language. 

The  earliest  form  of  language  is  the  language  of  action. 
The  soul  and  the  body  are  closely  united.  "Our  external 
structure  is  designed  to  express  everything  that  takes  place 
in  the  soul  "  {Logique,  2nd  Part,  Ch.  II).  The  characteristics 
of  this  language  are  that  it  is,  in  the  first  place,  synthetic 
and  confused.  "  It  does  not  belong  to  action  to  be  analytic. 
As  our  action  only  represents  our  feelings  because  it  is  the 
effect  of  them,  it  represents  all  together  those  which  we  feel 
at  the  same  time  "  (Ibid.).      In  the  second  place,  this  language 
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is  neither  conventional  nor  voluntary.  Men  obey  nature. 
"  They  begin  to  speak  the  language  of  action  as  soon  as  they 
feel  ;  and  they  speak  it  then,  without  the  object  of  communica- 
ting their  thoughts  "  {Ibid,). 

"  We  can  see,  now,  in  what  sense  language  precedes  thought. 
Man  cannot  think  without  signs,  therefore  he  does  not  invent 
his  first  language  but    discovers     it.      The    elements    of    the 
language  of  action  are  born  with  men,  and  these  elements  are 
the  organs  which   the  Author  of  our  nature   has   given   us. 
Thus,  there  is  an  innate  language,  although  there  are  no  innate 
ideas  ;  for  it  was  necessary  that  the  elements  of  some  kind  of 
language  should  precede  our  ideas,  because  without  some  kind 
of  signs  it  would  be  impossible  for  us  to  analyse  our  thoughts  " 
(Ihid.),     Thought  presupposes  language,  and  language  thought. 
How  are  we  to  avoid  this  contradiction  ?     By  the  innateness  of 
the   language    of    action.      In    bodily   movements,    which    are 
the  natural  expression  of  his  mental  states,  man  possesses  a 
language  even  before  he  knows  it,  or  has  the  desire  to  use  it. 
But  there  is  no  language  of  action  in  the  proper  sense  of  the 
word  until  the  movements  of  the  body  are  interpreted,  and 
understood  as  signs  of  mental  states.      And  the  principle  of 
this  development  is  need.     Men  need  one  another's  help,  hence 
they  must  be  able  to  make  themselves  vmderstood,  and  con- 
sequently to  understand  themselves.     Without  being  conscious 
of  it,  and  without  willing  it,  he  who  "  listens  with  his  eyes  " 
analyses  the  action  of  another  in  order  to  observe  his  successive 
movements.     Sooner  or  later  he  observes    that    in    order    to 
understand  others  he  analyses  their  actions,  and  in  order  to  be 
understood,  he  analyses  his  own.     And  in  analysing  his  action, 
man   analyses   his   thought,  for  himself,  as   for   others;    and 
henceforth    becomes  "the   language  of  action  is  an  analytic 
method  "  {Log.  II). 

By  obeying  the  laws  of  analogy,  there  is  no  reason  why 
this  kind  of  language  should  not  be  given  an  increasing 
exactness.  "There  are  no  ideas  that  cannot  be  rendered  by 
the  language  of  action,  and  it  will  render  them  with  the  more 
clearness  and  precision  according  as  the  analogy  will  be  more 
sensibly  apparent  in  the  series  of  signs  chosen  "  (Ibid.). 

Speech,  in  succeeding  the  language  of  action,  preserves  the 
character  of  the  latter. 
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"  Thus,  as  a  substitute  for  violent  gestures,  the  voice  rose  and  fell  at 
clearly  perceptible  intervals.  .  .  .  One  language  did  not  suddenly 
supplant  the  other  ;  there  was  for  a  long  time  a  mixture  of  both,  and  it 
was  not  till  much  later  that  speech  prevailed.  Now  each  one  of  us 
knows  by  his  own  experience  that  the  inflections  of  his  voice  are  more 
varied,  in  proportion  as  his  gestures  are  more  varied  "  (Essai  sur  VOrig^ 
des  Connais.  Hum.  2nd  Part,  Sect.  I,  Ch.  II). 

The  first  language  must  then  have  been  a  kind  of  chant, 
with  violent  inflections  accompanying  the  movements  of  the 
body.  As  nature  has  prepared  in  gestures  the  elements  of  the 
language  of  action,  so  she  has  also  provided  in  cries  the 
elements  of  the  spoken  language.  "  To  express  their  feelings, 
men  had  for  a  long  time  only  natural  signs,  to  which  they 
gave  the  character  of  conventional  signs  "  {Ibid.).  In  the 
beginning,  therefore,  speech  consisted  only  of  interjections,  or 
of  cries  varying  in  different  notes  according  to  the  feelings 
expressed.  By  the  imitation  of  the  cries  of  animals  and 
of  the  sounds  of  natui^  they  enriched  their  vocabulary. 
There  were  at  first  only  names  of  things  (water,  tree, 
etc.),  then  the  different  sensible  qualities  of  objects  were 
gradually  noticed,  and  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
might  be  found, — in  this  way  adjectives  and  adverbs  were 
invented.  "  The  first  verbs  were  invented  to  express  passive  or 
active  states  of  mind  only  ;  "  their  meaning  was  undetermined, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  infinitives  to  go,  to  act  :  the  accompanying 
action  supplied  the  rest,  that  is  to  say,  tense,  mood,  number 
and  person  {Essai  sur  VOrig.  des  Connaissances  Hum.  2nd  Part, 
Sect.  I,  Ch.  IX).  Abstract  words  (e.g.  magnitude,  vigilance) 
were  created  much  later,  and  are  all  derived  from  some 
adjective  or  verb.  Finally,  Condillac,  like  Locke,  asserts 
that  words  indicating  abstract  or  spiritual  ideas  had  their 
origin  in  sensible  ideas. 

To  sum  up  :    language  is  not  a  purely  arbitrary  institution. 

Nature  has,  in  the  movements  of  the  body,  given  the  elements 

of  the  language  of  action,  and  in  the  cry  of  passion  she  has 

given   those   of  the  language  of  speech.     Man  finds  through 

experience   that,  impelled  by  need,  he   speaks  before  he  has 

willed    to  speak.     Convention,   therefore,  only   perfects    and 

extends  what  was  begun  by  nature. 

"  Men  know  not  what  they  are  able  to  do  until  experience  has  taught 
them  the  things  they  do  quite  naturally.     This  is  why  the  only  things 
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they  ever  do  intentionally  are  things  they  have  already  done  without 
having  formed  the  intention  of  doing  them.  .  .  .  They  thought  of 
analyzing  only  when  they  observed  that  they  had  already  done  so  ;  they 
thought  of  making  themselves  understood  by  the  language  of  action  only 
when  they  noticed  that  they  had  already  made  themselves  understood  by 
it.  In  the  same  way,  they  must  have  thought  of  speaking  by  articulate 
sounds,  when  they  observed  that  they  had  already  spoken  by  means  of 
such  sounds,  and  languages  began  to  exist  before  the  project  of  making 
them  was  formed.  .  .  .  Everything  was  begun  by  nature,  and  well  begun  ; 
this  is  a  truth  which  cannot  be  too  often  repeated"  (Log.,  Part  II 
Ch.  III). 

Originally  languages  were  narrow  in  extent,  but  well  con- 
structed. "Their  methods  were  exact  so  long  as  only  things 
concerning  needs  of  primary  necessity  were  spoken  of."  Mis- 
takes were  then  immediately  followed  by  punishment.  In  order 
to  make  languages  perfect  we  must  proceed  as  men  did  in 
those  days  ;  that  is,  "  we  must  endeavour  to  find  new  words 
by  analogy,  only  when  a  correct  analysis  has  really  given  us 
new  ideas  "  {Ibid.), 

Be  Brosses  :  Mechanical  Formation  of  Languages. 

De  Brosses,  first  president  in  the  Parliament  of  Burgundy 
(born  at  Dijon,  1709,  died  1777),  published  in  1765  an  Essay  on 
the  Mechanical  Formation  of  Languages.  Like  all  the  philosophers 
of  the  18th  century,  he  thought  that  language  was  very  poor 
in  the  beginning  and  developed  slowly.  But  he  denied  that 
the  origin  of  words  was  arbitrary.  The  reason  of  words  lies  in 
the  nature  of  the  vocal  organs  by  which  they  are  uttered,  and  of 
the  things  which  they  designate.  To  speak  is  to  act  :  an  action 
is  not  due  to  chance,  but  determined  by  the  instrument  by 
which  it  is  accomplished,  and  the  end  for  which  it  is  accom- 
plished. What  the  President  de  Brosses  wished  to  show  was 
then  that  words  are  not  formed  by  chance;  that,  given 
the  structure  of  the  vocal  organ  and  the  things  to  be  named, 
words  were  what  they  had  to  be  and  could  not  have  been 
otherwise. 

"  The  system  on  which  language  was  first  built  up  and  names  imposed 
upon  things  was  not,  as  is  generally  supposed,  arbitrary  and  conventional  ; 
but  a  truly  necessary  system  which  was  determined  by  two  causes  :  the 
first  is  the  construction  of  the  vocal  organs  which  can  only  utter  certain 
sounds  corresponding  to  their  structure,  the  second  is  the  nature  and  the 
properties  of  the  things  to  be  named." 
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It  must  therefore  be  proved  that  there  is  a  connection 
between  the  "  external  and  physical  object,  the  impression  left 
by  its  image  on  the  brain,  and  the  expression  of  this  image  by 
a  vocal  sound,  which  has  either  a  real  or  a  conventional  con- 
nection with  it." 

Feelings  are  connected  with  the  vocal  organs  and  naturally 
expressed  by  certain  interjections.  As  regards  things,  man  can 
only  have  named  them  "  by  sounds  which  describe  them, 
establishing  between  the  thing  and  the  word  a  relation  by 
which  the  word  may  excite  an  idea  of  the  thing.  The  first 
fabric  of  the  human  language  must  have  consisted  of  a  more  or 
less  incomplete  description  of  the  things,  named,  as  far  as  it 
was  possible  for  the  vocal  organ  to  effect  this,  by  a  sound 
imitative  of  real  objects."  Language  then,  according  to  de 
Brosses,  was  originally  onomatopoeic. 

But  how,  on  this  hypothesis,  were  men  able  to  name  objects 
that  cannot  manifest  themselves  to  the  organ  of  hearing  by 
any  sound  ? 

"  This  imitative  description  extended  step  by  step,  advancing  from  one 
shade  of  meaning  to  another,  by  every  possible  means,  good  or  bad,  from 
names  of  things  that  were  most  susceptible  of  imitation  by  vocal  sounds, 
to  those  that  were  least  easy  to  imitate  in  this  way.  That  the  spread  of 
language  took  place  in  one  way  or  another  on  this  plan  of  imitation  as 
dictated  by  nature  is  proved  by  experience  and  observation." 

If  this  view  is  correct,  if  it  is  true  that  not  only  are  words 
not  of  arbitrary  origin,  but  that  their  form  was  inevitably 
determined  by  the  structure  of  the  vocal  organs,  and  by  the 
nature  of  the  things  to  be  named,  it  follows  as  a  logical  con- 
sequence that  there  can  only  have  been  one  primitive  language  ; 
that  given  man,  and  such  and  such  an  individual  thing  to  be 
named,  this  thing  could  only  have  one  name,  which  would  be 
produced,  as  it  were,  by  a  kind  of  mechanism.  De  Brosses 
saw  this  consequence  of  his  doctrine  and  accepted  it.  "  This 
being  the  case,"  he  says,  "  there  exists  a  language  which  is 
primitive,  organical,  physical,  and  necessary  ;  a  language  which 
is  common  to  the  whole  of  mankind,  which  is  not  known  or 
practised  in  its  original  simplicity  by  any  race,  but  which  is 
spoken  nevertheless  by  all  men,  and  constitutes  the  first 
foundation  of  language.  This  foundation,  owing  to  the  immense 
edifice  of  accessories  built  on  it,  is  now  scarcely  recognizable." 
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As  proof  of  this  thesis,  he  instances  certain  expressions, 
"  which  are  first  regularly  developed,  as  soon  as  the  faculty  of 
speech  begins  to  be  exercised;  expressions  native  to  the  human 
race,  and  resulting  necessarily  from  the  physical  structure  of 
the  vocal  organ,  and  from  the  product  of  its  simplest  exercise." 
De  Brosses  proceeds  by  the  comparative  method,  and  gives  a 
large  number  of  derivations.  His  theory  was  most  ingenious, 
and  the  fruit  of  a  truly  scientific  mind,  but  he  exaggerated  and 
falsified  it.  The  structure  of  the  organ  has  no  doubt  a  part  in 
the  creation  of  words,  but  does  this  necessitate  the  use 
of  a  particular  sound  to  represent  a  particular  object  ?  Will 
all  men  imitate  the  same  sound  in  nature  in  identically  the 
same  way  ?  Up  to  the  present,  at  any  rate,  the  hypothesis 
of  a  primitive  language  common  to  the  whole  human  race, 
has  not  been  confirmed  by  science. 

Adam  Smith  develops  Locke  s  Theory. 

In  his  Essay  on  the  Origin  of  Language,  Adam  Smith  adopts 
Locke's  theory,  and  gives  it  further  development.  Condillac 
had  shown  that  the  first  rudiments  of  language  are  provided  by 
nature  ;  the  President  de  Brosses,  going  further,  had  introduced 
the  hypothesis  of  mechanical  necessity.  Adam  Smith  re- 
turns to  the  idea  of  a  purely  conventional  origin.  Man,  he 
thinks,  must  have  lived  for  a  time  in  a  mute  state,  his  only 
means  of  communication  consisting  in  gestures  of  the  body  and 
in  changes  of  the  countenance  ;  so  that  at  last,  when  ideas 
multiplied  that  could  not  be  counted  on  the  fingers,  it  was  found 
necessary  to  invent  artificial  signs  of  which  the  meaning  was 
fbied  by  mutual  agreement.  Adam  Smith  would  wish  us  to 
believe  that  the  first  artificial  words  were  verbs.  Nouns,  he 
thinks,  were  of  less  urgent  necessity,  because  things  could 
be  pointed  at  or  imitated;  whereas  mere  actions,  such  as  are 
expressed  by  verbs,  could  not.  He  therefore  supposes  that 
when  people  saw  a  wolf  coming  they  pointed  at  him,  and  simply 
cried  out,  *He  comes'  (Max  Muller,  Science  of  Language, 
2nd  Lesson). 

In  the  beginning,  according  to  Locke,  every  word  indicated  an 
individual  object.  Imagine  two  savages  who  had  lived  far 
from  any  other  human  beings,  "the  particular  cave  whose 
covering  sheltered  them  from  the  weather  ;  the  particular  tree 
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whose  fruit  relieved  their  hunger;  the  particular  fountain 
whose  water  allayed  their  thirst,  would  first  be  denominated  by 
the  words  cave,  tiee,  fountain,  or  by  whatever  other  appella- 
tions they  might  think  proper,  in  that  primitive  jargon,  to 
mark  them.  .  .  .  Afterwards,  when  the  more  enlarged  experience 
of  these  savages  had  led  them  to  observe,  and  their  necessary 
occasions  obliged  them  to  make  mention  of,  other  caves,  and 
other  trees,  and  other  fountains,  they  would  naturally  bestow 
upon  each  of  those  new  objects  the  same  name  by  which  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  express  the  similar  object  they  were 
first  acquainted  with.  .  .  .  When  they  had  occasion,  therefore,  to 
mention,  or  to  point  out  to  each  other  many  of  the  new  objects, 
they  would  naturally  utter  the  name  of  the  correspondent  old 
one,  of  which  the  idea  could  not  fail,  at  that  instant,  to  present 
itself  to  their  memory  in  the  strongest  and  liveliest  manner. 
And  thus  those  words,  which  were  originally  the  proper  names 
of  individuals  became  the  common  name  of  a  multitude.  A 
child  that  is  just  learning  to  speak  calls  every  person  who 
comes  to  the  house  its  papa  or  its  mamma  ;  and  thus  bestows 
upon  the  whole  species  those  names  which  it  had  been  taught 
to  apply  to  two  individuals.  I  have  known  a  clown  who  did 
not  know  the  proper  name  of  the  river  which  ran  by  his  own 
door  !  '  It  was  the  river  I  he  said,  and  he  never  heard  any  other 
name  for  it.  His  experience,  it  seems,  had  not  led  him  to 
observe  any  other  river.  The  general  word  river  therefore 
was,  it  is  evident,  in  his  acceptance  of  it,  a  proper  name 
signifying  an  individual  object.  If  this  person  had  been 
carried  to  another  river,  would  he  not  readily  have  called  it  a 
river  V  (Ibid.  Ch.  XII). 

This,  as  we  see,  is  the  exact  reverse  of  the  view  held  by 
Leibnitz. 

Jean-Jacques  Rousseau.  Discourse  on  the  Origin  of  In- 
equality :  Essay  on  the  Origin  of  Languages. 

In  his  Discourse  on  the  Origin  and  Grounds  of  the 
Inequality  of  Men  (1753)  J.  J.  Piousseau  was  led  by  his  subject 
to  treat  of  the  origin  of  language.  On  this  matter  he 
accepts  and  at  the  same  time  criticises  the  theory  of  Condillac, 
a  theory  which,  although  incomplete,  would  seem  to  have 
appeared  to  him  the    only  possible    hypothesis.       The  first 
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language   was  the  natural  cry.     When  ideas  multiplied  men 
multiplied  also  the  inflexions  of  the  voice,  and  added  gestures 
to  them.      "They   expressed   visible    and   mobile  objects  by 
gestures,  and  those  that  struck  the  ear  by  imitative  sounds. 
But  because  gestures  can  hardly  do  more  than  indicate  objects 
that  are  present  or  easily  described,  because,  also,  they  are  not 
universally  used,  since  darkness  or  the  interposition  of  another 
body  renders  them  useless,  it  occurred  at  last  to  men  to  substi- 
tute for  them  the  articulations  of  the  voice,  which,  although  they 
are  not  connected  in  the  same  way  with  some  of  our  ideas,  are, 
as  established  signs,  more  adapted  to  the  expression  of  them' all." 
In  the  beginning  each  word  signified  a  whole  proposition. 
When    the    subject    began    to    be    distinguished    from    the 
attribute  and  the  noun,  which  required  no  small  effort  on  the 
part  of  the  human  mind,  substantives  were  at  first  only  so 
many  proper  names,  for  general  ideas  presuppose  the  existence 
of  signs  ;  and  the  present  of  the  infinitive  was  the  only  tense 
used.      As    for    adjectives,   they   only   appeared    much   later, 
because  abstraction  is  a  troublesome  and  unnatural  operation. 
This   is   exactly   Condillac's  theory,  and  the   only  one  which 
would  account  for  the  origin  of  language.     But  what  a  number 
of  difficulties  it  involves!     In  the  first  place,  if  men  lived 
scattered  about  in  a  state  of  nature,  what  need  had  they  of 
language?     In   the  second   place,  if  men  required  speech  in 
order  to  learn  how  to  think,  "  they  required  much  more  to 
know  how  to   think  before  they  could    discover  the   art   of 
speaking."     Lastly,  the  substitution  of  articulate  sounds   for 
cries  and  gestures  implies  a  common  consent  and  agreement  ; 
but  there  must  have  been  a  reason  for  this  general  accord,  and 
speech  would    thus  appear    to   have  been   necessary  for  the 
establishment  of  the  use  of  speech. 

J.  J.  Kousseau's  conclusion  amounts  to  the  hypothesis  of  a 
divine  revelation,  although  he  does  not  expressly  say  so. 

"  As  for  me,  alarmed  as  I  am  by  the  increasing  difficulties  of  the 
subject,  and  being  yet  convinced  that  it  is  almost  proved  that  languages 
cannot  possibly  owe  their  origin  or  establishment  to  purely  human  means, 
Heave  to  whomsoever  will  undertake  it  the  discussion  of  the  following 
difficult  problem  :  Which  was  most  inevitable,  that  society,  being  already 
established,  should  proceed  to  institute  language,  or  that  language, 
already  invented,  should  be  the  cause  of  the  establishment  of  society  ?  » 
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In  his  £ssay  on   the   Origin  of  Langv^tges    J.  J.   Kousseau 
shows  more  originality,  and  also  states  his  views  more  clearly. 
Instead    of   repeating    Condillac's    arguments    he    makes    his 
views  concerning  the  first  language  depend  on  his  theory  of  the 
predominance  of  feeling   in  the   primitive  man.     He  accepts 
a  common  thesis  of   the  18th  century,  namely,  that  "  speech, 
being  the  first  social  institution,  must  owe  its  form  to  natural 
causes."     But  he  does  not  think  with  de  Brosses  that  words 
are  mechanically  determined    by   the  structure  of   the  vocal 
organ  and  the  impressions  of  things  :  he  recognizes  the  exist- 
ence of  a  special  faculty  of  language.      Sight,  hearing,  and 
even    touch    are    capable    of    providing    signs     of    thought. 
Animals  have  an  organization  which  is  more  than  sufficient 
for    communication    between    themselves:    those    which   are 
gregarious  have  a  kind  of  natural  and  instinctive  language. 

"Conventional  language  belongs  to  man  alone.  The  discovery  of  the 
art  of  comnmnicating  ideas  depends  therefore  less  on  the  organs  which 
serve  for  this  communication  than  on  a  faculty  peculiar  to  man  which 
causes  him  to  use  his  organs  in  this  manner"  {Ihid.  Ch.  I). 

As  regards  the  origin  and  nature  of  the  earliest  language, 
J.  J.  Kousseau  differs  from  Condillac.     He  says  : 

"  It  is  probable  that  the  first  gestures  were  inspired  by  need,  and  that 
the  first  sounds  were  drawn  from  men  by  passion  (Ch.  II).  Men  are 
divided,  set  one  against  the  other  by  their  needs.  Passion  draws  them 
together.  Men,  who  by  the  necessity  of  struggling  to  live  are  forced  to 
fly  from  one  another,  are,  by  all  their  passions,  drawn  together.  It  was 
neither  hunger  nor  thirst,  but  love,  hatred,  pity,  and  rage  that  drew 
from  them  the  first  sounds." 

Condillac  was  wrong  in  maintaining  that  the  first  language 
was  a  perfectly-formed  language,  an  analytic  method  express- 
ing by  analogies  the  relations  between  ideas. 

"  We  are  told  that  the  language  of  the  first  men  was  a  language  of 
mathematicians,  and  now  we  see  that  it  was  a  language  of  poets  (Ch.  II). 
The  first  language  was  figurative  ;  it  expressed  the  passion  roused  by  an 
object  rather  than  the  object  itself.  The  word  giant  was  created  by 
terror  before  comparison  gave  the  word  Tïian  (Ch.  III).  The  first 
language  was  much  more  like  singing  than  speech  ;  most  of  the  root- 
words  were  sounds  which  imitated  either  the  accent  of  passion  or  the 
effect  of  sensible  objects  ;  we  constantly  trace  onomatopoeia  in  them 
(Ch.  IV).  J.  J.  Rousseau  connects  the  difference  in  languages  with  the 
differences  in  climate.     The  southern  languages  are  the  daughters  of 
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pleasure  and  not  of  need,  they  are  lively,  sonorous,  well  accentuated  ;  the 
languages  of  the  north,  where  life  is  harder,  are  harsh  and  strong,  rough 
and  inarticulate  "  (Ch.  IX,  X,  XI). 

Beaction  agaiiist  the  Philosophy  of  the    18th    Century.     De 
Bonald  :  Divine  Revelation  of  Language. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  hypotheses  of  the  philosopers  of  the  18th 
century  were  far  from  agreeing  in  every  particular,  but  they 
had  one  common  characteristic,  that  of  representing  language 
as  an  invention  comparable   to    any  other   human ''in  vention. 
"  There  was  a  time  when,  as  the  ancients  thought,  man  was  no 
more  than  a  '  mutum  et  turpe  pecusJ     The  simplest  needs  of 
society  first  brought  about  the  creation  of  a  natural  language 
consisting  of  certain  facial  expressions,  certain  movements  of 
the  body,  and  certain  intonations  of  the  voice.     According  as 
ideas  were  multiplied,  men  perceived  how  inadequate  such  a 
language  was,  and  they  sought  a  more  convenient  means  of 
communication.     Then  the  idea  of  speech  occurred  to  them  ; 
they  agreed  together,  an  amicable  arrangement  was  made  {on 
s  arrangea  à  Vamiablé),  and  in  this  way  artificial  or  articulate 
language    was    established  "    (E.    Eenan,    Origiyie  du  Lanqaae 
pp.  78,  79).  *^  ^  ' 

The  reaction  in  philosophy  felt  at  the  beginning  of  the  19th 
century  naturally  affected  the  solution  of  the  important 
problem  of  language  in  which  the  thinkers  of  the  preceding 
century  had  been  so  deeply  interested.  "The  18th  century 
had  attributed  everything  to  the  freedom,  or  rather  to  the 
caprice,  of  man.  One  of  those  schools  which  endeavoured  to 
uphold  the  cause  of  spiritualism  and  religion  attributed 
everything  to  God  "  {Ihid.  pp.  80,  81). 

But  two  remarks  are  necessary  here.     The  first  is,  that  the 
theological  solution  was  not  without  antecedents,  and  had  in 
fact  always  had  its  partizans.     In  ancient  times  this  view  of 
the  question  was  attributed  to  Heraclitus,  and  certainly  upheld 
by    Cratylus.     The    polemic    of    Eunomius    againt    St.    Basil 
proves   that   it   had  defenders  in  the  earlv  Christian  schools 
Father  Lami  {VArt   de  parler,    1670)    maintained    that    man 
could  never  have  produced  anything  but  inarticulate  cries  if 
God  had  not  expressly  taught  him  to  speak.     Warburton,  the 
English  philosopher,  quoted  by    CondHla^î,    adopts    a    middle 
course.      According   to   him,  the    hypothesis  of   an    artificial 
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creation  of  language  would  seem,  judging  merely  from  the 
nature  of  things,  to  be  the  most  acceptable.  "God,  we  there 
find  {i.e.  in  Scripture),  taught  the  first  man  religion,  and  can  we 
think  He  would  not  at  the  same  time  teach  him  language  ? 
But  though,  from  what  has  been  said  above,  it  appears  that 
God  taught  man  language,  yet  we  cannot  reasonably  suppose  it 
any  other  than  what  served  his  present  occasions,  he  being  now 
of  himself  able  to  improve  and  enlarge  it  as  his  future 
necessities  should  require"  {Divine  Legislation  of  Moses,  Vol.  II). 
The  second  thing  to  be  remarked  is,  that  de  Bonald,  the  boldest 
and  most  brilliant  of  the  defenders  of  the  theological  theory, 
starts  from  principles  that  were  borrowed  from  Condillac.  In 
his  later  works,  Condillac  appears  to  be  more  than  ever  con- 
vinced of  the  importance  of  the  part  played  by  language. 
"  Language,"  he  says,  "  is  anterior  to  thought — it  explains  mind 
and  the  processes  and  evolution  of  intelligence.  '  De  Bonald 
starts  from  the  same  principles,  but  reverses  Condillac's 
interpretation  of  them.  The  problem  of  language  is,  for  him, 
not  a  special  problem,  but  the  whole  problem  of  philosophy. 
Man  cannot  get  to  know  himself  by  reflection  on  his  own 
consciousness,  a  thankless  labour,  a  working  of  thought  on 
itself  which  can  produce  nothing. 

"As  God,  the  supreme  intelligence,  can  only  he  known  through  His 
Word.,  which  is  the  expression  and  image  of  His  substance  ;  so  man,  a 
finite  intelligence,  is  only  known  through  his  speech,  which  is  the 
expression  of  his  mind  ;  and  this  means  that  the  thinking  being  is 
explained  by  the  speaking  being.  The  following  rational  proposition  : 
Thought  can  only  be  known  through  its  expression,  that  is  to  say  through 
speech,  contains  the  whole  of  human  science,  just  as  the  Christian  saying 
that  God  can  only  be  known  through  His  Word  contains  the  whole  of 
divine  science,  and  for  the  same  reason"  {Législation  primitive.,  Disc, 
préliminaire). 

In  order  to  understand  de  Bonald  aright,  we  must  bear  in 
mind  that  he  does  not  propose  merely  to  solve  one  particular 
problem.  For  him  the  problem  of  language  is  the  whole  of 
philosophy,  and  the  solution  of  this  problem  is  the  solution  of 
the  philosophical  problem  in  general  "The  mystery  of  an 
intelligent  being  "  is  explained  by  the  fact  that  an  original 
language  was  given  to  man  at  the  moment  of  creation. 

Man  only  thinks  because  he  speaks.  Meditation  is  an 
inward  and  silent  speech. 
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"  The  solution  of  the  problem  of  speech  may  be  stated  as  follows  : 
Man  must  necessarily  think  his  speech  before  he  speaks  his  thought  {Législ. 
'pAm.^  Disc,  prelim.).  An  intelligent  being  conceives  his  speech  before  he 
produces  his  thought.  .  .  .  External  speech  is  only  a  repetition,  the 
echo,  so  to  speak,  of  the  inner  speech.  .  .  .  What  does  the  mind  seek 
when  it  is  seeking  a  thought  ?  The  word  that  expresses  it,  and  nothing 
else." 

We  require  speech,  "  not  only  for  the  communication  of  our 
knowledge  to  others,  but  in  order  that  we  ourselves  may 
have  intimate  knowledge  or  consciousness."  J.  J.  Eousseau 
had  said,  "  One  must  enounce  propositions,  one  must  speak, 
in  order  to  have  general  ideas;  for  as  soon  as  imagination 
comes  to  a  standstill,  the  mind  can  only  advance  with  the 
assistance  of  speech."  De  Bonald  takes  up  this  idea  and 
expands  it. 

"Just  as  man  cannot  think  of  material  objects  without  having  in  his 
mind  an  image  of  them,  so  also  he  is  unable  to  think  of  incorporeal 
objects  (spirits,  relations,  general  conceptions)  without  having  within 
himself  and  before  his  mind  the  words  that  are  the  expression  of  these 
ideas.  That  is  to  say,  it  is  possible  to  conceive  animal  intelligence  without 
speech,  but  not  human  intelligence.  The  idea  presupposes  the  word. 
Their  appearance  is  simultaneous  ;  but  nevertheless,  the  idea  must  be  prior 
to  the  word,  since  every  object  is  necessarily  prior  to  its  image.  But 
although  it  is  true  that  the  idea  is  logically  prior  to  the  word,  the  former 
only  appears  in  the  light  of  consciousness  with  the  word  and  through  the 
word.  Ideas  dwell  in  us  unperceived,  latent,  outside  time.  Words,  by 
a  marvellous  correspondence,  by  a  kind  of  pre-established  association 
have  the  power  of  making  them  pass  into  actuality,  or  of  bringing  them  into 
the  light  of  consciousness.  Thought,  then,  manifests  or  reveals  itself  to 
man  with,  or  through,  the  expression  of  it.  As  the  image  presented  to  me 
by  a  mirror  is  indispensably  necessary  to  me  that  I  may  know  the  colour 
of  my  eyes  or  the  features  of  my  face,  so  also  do  I  require  light  in  order 
to  see  my  own  body  "  {Legist,  prim.^  Disc,  prelim.). 

The  faculty  of  thought  is  inborn  in  us,  says  de  Bonald,  but 
without  the  faculty  of  speech  it  is  nothing.  "  Every  day  the 
intelligence  of  man  is  drawn  out  of  non-existence  by  speech." 
As  it  has  been  justly  remarked,  words  have,  in  de  Bonald's 
theory,  the  same  property  as  that  which  Plato  ascribed  to  sensible 
phenomena.  They  cause  us  to  recollect  the  idea.  The  ideas 
are  there  in  the  mind.  "  The  aim  of  moral  philosophy  is  not 
so  much  to  teach  men  things  they  do  not  know,  as  to  make 
them  admit  things  they  do  know"  {Législ  prim.,  Disc,  prelim.). 
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Lancruage  (by  which  we  are  to  understand  speech)  gives  us 
our  ide'^as,  since  it  reveals  them  to  us  ;  but  to  whom  do  we  owe 
lancTuage  ?     The  hypothesis  of  an  arbitrary  human  institution 
is  absurd  in  itself,  and  irreconcilable  with  the  theory  of  the 
simultaneity,  at  least  in  time  and  for  us,  of  the  word  and  the  idea. 
Eousseau  had  rightly  said  that  "  speech  would  be  necessary  for 
the  establishment  of  the  use  of  speech."    What  a  genius  it  would 
have   required    to    rise    to  the   conception  of   speech,  and  ot 
the  elements  of  which  it  is  composed  !     And  if  such  a  genius 
had  ever  existed,  how  could  a  language  have  been  taught  to 
beinas   who   knew  no   language,  and  consequently  could  not 
unde'rstand  the  one  in   which  they  were  addressed  ?     More- 
over how  could  it  be  supposed  that  God  created  man  a  sociable 
bein-  without  giving  him  speech,  which  is  the  instrument  and 
condition  of  every  social  relation  ?     The  impossibility  of  the 
invention  of  language  by  men  would  in  itself  lead  us  to  the 
conclusion  that  man   was  created  with  speech,  as  with  sight 
and  hearincr.     In  the  second  place,  if,  as  de  Bonald  mamtams, 
every  idea  presupposes  language,  then  the  idea  of  the  invention 
of    lancruage    presupposes   the    possession    of    language.      The 
existence  of  ideas  to  be  indicated  by  words  might  have  given 
rise  to  the  invention  of  speech,  but  the  idea  only  appears  with 
the  word.     Language,  therefore,  cannot  have  been  invented, 
and,  since  it  exists,  it  can  only  have  been  given  to  us  by  God. 
To  sum  up  :  ideas  are  revealed  to  us  by  language  and  language 
is  revealed  to  us  by  God.     On  the  other  hand,  thought  is 
logically  anterior  to  words,  and  innate  to  the  mmd  ;  it  is  not 
created  by  experience,  but  discovered.     Therefore  thought  has 
like  language,  a  divine  origin.     God  has  given  to  us  both  a  mmd 
and  the  instrument  for  awakening  the  ideas  which  slumber  m 
it.     De  Bonald's  theory  is  thus  a  kind  of  Platonism  m  which 
words  are  the  principle  of  reminiscence. 

Maine  de  Biran:  Language  connected  with  Voluntary 
Motion, 

De  Bonald's  theories  were  accepted  by  followers  of  the 
traditionalist  and  theological  school,  such  as  J.  de  Maîstre 
and  L'abbé  de  Lamennais,  and  rejected  by  independent  philo- 
sophers In  his  Examen  Critique  des  Opinions  de  M,  de  Bonald 
(written  in  1818),  Maine  de  Biran  refutes  the  doctrine  of  the 
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divine  revelation  of  language.  He  shows  that  this  theory 
carries  the  difficulty  a  step  further  back,  but  does  not  get  rid 
of  it.  Signs  that  were  invented  by  God  would  be  to  us  not 
signs,  but  things  which  we,  in  our  turn,  would  have  to  trans- 
form into  signs,  by  attaching  a  particular  meaning  to  them. 
"  Those  who  think  that  man  could  never  have  invented 
language  if  God  Himself  had  not  given  or  revealed  it  to  them, 
appear  to  me  not  clearly  to  have  understood  the  question  of 
the  institution  of  language;  they  perpetually  confound  the 
substance  with  its  forms.  Suppose  God  had  given  to  man  a 
ready-made  language  or  a  perfect  system  of  articulate  or 
written  signs  adapted  to  express  all  his  ideas,  man  would  still 
have  had  to  attribute  to  each  sign  its  peculiar  value  or 
meaning,  in  other  words,  he  would  have  to  make  it  a  real  sign 
conveying  the  intention  and  aim  of  an  intelligent  being,  just 
as  a  child  employs  his  first  signs  when  he  transforms  the 
cries  which  have  been  given  to  him  by  nature  into  real  signs 
of  distress."     Thus,  according  to  Maine  de  Biran  : 

"  The  difficulty  of  the  psychological  problem,  which  consists  in  deter- 
mining the  faculties  which  must  have  co-operated  in  the  institution  of  the 
first  language,  remains  the  same,  whether  the  signs  which  are  the  form, 
and,  as  it  were,  the  material  of  this  language,  were  given  or  revealed  by 
the  Supreme  Intelligence,  or  invented  by  man,  or  suggested  by  the  ideas 
and  feelings  of  which  they  are  the  expression." 

We  see  here  how,  with  different  philosophers,  the  problem 
changes.  With  de  Bonald  the  question  was,  how  could 
man  have  invented  language  ?  To  Maine  de  Biran  it  matters 
little  whether  the  material  of  language  was  revealed  by  God 
or  invented  by  man;  in  either  case  there  remains  to  be 
discovered  what  faculties  must  have  co-operated  in  the 
institution  of  the  first  language.  This  would  seem  to  involve  a 
paradox,  or  even  a  contradiction  ;  for  if  language  was  revealed 
to  man  by  God,  how  could  faculties  be  required  for  its  institu- 
tion ?  But  this  apparent  paradox  is,  in  fact,  Maine  de  Biran 's 
theory.  The  word  becomes  a  sign  only  when  it  is  voluntarily 
produced.  Man  appropriates  a  language  only  by  remaking  it 
himself,  and .  it  may  literally  be  said  that  when  he  receives  it 
he  gives  it  to  himself.  Speech  is,  like  effort,  the  characteristic 
fact  of  human  life  ;  man  speaks  because  he  is  not  merely 
passive,  because  he  acts,  and  in  acting  is-  conscious  of  his  will 
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as  of  a  force  which  is  distinct  from  the  end  to  which   it   is 
applied. 

"  Why  do  animals  which  are  formed  like  us  for  speech  remain  always 

dumb  «     It  is,  I  think,  difficult  t«  answer  this  question  on  the  hypothesis 

that  derives  all  the  faculties  of  the  human  mind  from  simple  sensation. 

On  our  theory  this  question  solves  itself.    Animals  do  not  speak  because 

they  do  not  think,  or,  in   other  words,  because  they  are  not  persons 

and  because  a  free  activity  independent  of  sensation  does  not  belong 

to  them  ;  and  having  thus  neither  the  feeling  nor  the  idea  of  a  subject 

as  distinct  from  its  attribute,  or  of  a  cause  as  distinct  from  its  eiïect 

they  are  incapable  of  forming  the  first  of  all  judgments,  which  is  th 

basis  of  all  the  others.-they  cannot  attach  any  nieamng  to  the  word  /  oi 

to  the  verb  w." 

What,  then,  are  the  successive  acts  which  must  be  accom- 
plished by  man  before  he  can  acquire  language  ?  The  child 
must,  above  all,  first  learn  to  understand  himself-to  form  the 

4 

idea  of  a  sign. 

"Nature  provides  the  young  at  birth  with  instinctive  signs  adapted  to 
the  manifestation  of  their  needs.    These  signs  are  nothing  to  the  sensitive 
being  which  is  ignorant  of  them,  and  they  are  true  signs  only  to  the 
nui,  who  hears  and  interprets  them.    Before  these  first  signs  can  have 
any  meaning  for  the  individual  who  uses  them,  he  mmt  mmtute  them  a 
Jond  tiJ,  hy  hU  or.,  activity.     In  other  words    he  must  attach  a 
meaning  to  them.  ...    The  passage  from  animal  to  intellectual  or  active 
life  manifests  itself  in  the  child  the  moment  he  transforms  his  waihng  or 
first  cries  of  pain  into  signs  of  calling,  which  he   uses  voluntarily  in 
order  that  his  nurse  or  parent  may  come  to  him,  change  his  po-t'o".  f^- 
This  first  transformation    is  most  remarkable.     It  is  the  first 
human  act,  the  first  and  true  foundation  of  language." 

Thus  what  are  required  before  all  else  are  the  intellect  and 
will  wliich  out  of  gestures  and  cries  can  make  signs  ;  there 
must  be  a  being  who  is  capable  of  distinguishing  between 
himself  and  his  feelings,  and  of  taking  possession  of  his  own 
activity.  Language  will  then  develop  through  the  analogical 
extension  of  natural  signs  and  onomatopoeia.  Man  is,  m  the 
second  place,  adapted  for  speech  by  the  connection  between  his 
acoustic  and  vocal  organs. 

«The  sounds  that  reach  the  organ  of  hearing,  and,  through  it,  the 
cerebn.1  centre,  determine  not  only  the  action  of  the  auditory  =^"^'-.^»* 
also  those  of  the  vocal  organ  which  repeats,  imitates,  and  reflects  them 
The  individual  himself  is  his  own  echo:   the  ear  is  struck  both  by  the 
direct  external  sound  and  by  the  internal  reflects!  sound. 
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Our  vocal  organs  associate  themselves  instantly  with  the 
impressions  received  by  the  ear  from  the  voices  of  others. 
There  is  thus  something  infectious  in  language.  It  is 
naturally  passed  on  to  others  and  propagated.  Lastly,  we 
voluntarily  imitate  sounds  that  we  recollect  having  heard. 
This  is  personal  speech.  Thus  Maine  de  Biran  regards 
language  as  a  form  of  activity.  It  is,  according  to  him,  as 
indispensable  to  the  clearness  and  distinctness  of  thought  as 
voluntary  effort  to  the  consciousness  of  personality,  "  There 
can  be  no  real  ideas  where  there  are  no  voluntary  signs." 

It  may  be  granted  to  de  Bonald  that  all  ideas,  even  that  of 
the  ego,  not  to  speak  of  "  the  production  of  the  ego,''  presuppose 
a  language  of  some  kind  ;  and  a  language  is  not  a  succession 
of  sounds,  but  a  voluntary  muscular  movement.  Thus  Maine 
de  Biran  regards  language  as  merely  a  series  of  movements, 
and  makes  its  formation,  as  well  as  intelligence  itself,  depend 
upon  activity  and  its  laws. 

Result    of  Recent    Inquiries    into   the   Subject   of   Language, 
Comparative  Philology.      Physiological  Theoi-y  of  Natural  Signs. 

In  our  times  the  problem  of  language,  of  its  origin,  and  its 
relation  to  thought,  has  been  revived,  on  the  one  hand,  by  the 
progress  of  comparative  philology,  and  on  the  other,  by  the 
physiological  theory  of  expression,  physiognomy,  and  gestures, 
or  in  short,  of  natural  signs.     The  result  of  these  discoveries  is 
that  the  inadequacy  of  the  hypotheses  of  the  18th  century  has 
been  shown  ;   for  it  has  been  proved   that  language  is  not  a 
product  of  reflection,  nor  an  invention  in  the  usual  sense  of 
the   word.      Furthermore,   the    two   theories    of    an   artificial 
institution  and  of  a   natural   origin   of  language,  which  had 
hitherto  been  continually  brought  forward  as  opposed  to  one 
another,  were  now  reconciled  in  one  theory,  which  was  both 
more  in  accordance  with  facts  and  more  comprehensive. 

The  science  of  language,  of  which  Leibnitz  had  provided  the 
method,  and,  so  to  speak,  traced  out  the  plan,  made  immense 
progress  towards  the  end  of  the  eighteenth  and  the  beghining  of 
the  nineteenth  centuries.  Already,  in  1787,  William  Jones,  the 
celebrated  English  orientalist,  asserted  a  relationship  between 
Sanscrit,  Greek,  and  Latin.  In  1808  Frederick  Schlegel,in  his 
Essay  on  the  Language  and  Wisdom  of  the  ^t/irfoos,  by  applying  the 
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comparative  method,  united  into  a  single  group  the  languages 
of    India,    Persia,    Greece,    Italy,    and    Germany,   which    he 
designated  by  the  common  name  of  Indo-Germanic  languages 
In  1816  Francis  Bopp  published  his  treatise  on  th^  System  of 
conjugation  of  the  Sanscrit  tongue,  compared  with  that  of   tl^ 
Grelc    Latin,  Persian,  aui  (?erma«.-the   first   truly  scientific 
comparison    that    was    established    between    the    gram°iai^ 
of  the  Indo-European  languages.     He  completed  his  work  by 
publishing,  between  1833  and  1852,  his  Comfaratim  Grammar 
of  Sanscrit,  Zend,  Greek,  Latin,  Lithuanian,  Slavonv,,^  Gothu,  and 
German.    William  Humboldt,  Jacob  Grimm,  Eugene  Burnout 
(Studies  on    the    Ancient   Language  of  Persia)   completed   the 
foundation  of  an  experimental  science  of  language.    The  result 
of  these  inquiries  was  a  genealogical  classification  of  languages. 
It  was  known  that  from  the  Latin  had  come  Italian,  bpanish, 
Portuguese,  French,  Wallachian,  and  Eoumanian  ;  now  it  was 
proved  that  Latin,  Greek,  the  Celtic,  and  Teutonic  and  blavomc 
languages,  as  well  as  the  ancient  dialects  of  India  and  Persia 
had  all  come  of  a  primitive  language,  the  common  mother  of 
the  whole  Indo-European  family.     By  the  same  comparative 
method    the    Semitic  family   (Hebrew,  Chaldee,  Arabic,  etc.) 
was  discovered.      The   existence   of  a  Turanian  family   (Ian- 
enlaces  of  the  nomad  races  of  Asia,  Thibet,  etc.)  has   been 
asserted  by  some  philologists  and  contested  by  others. 

While  this  affiliation  of  languages  was   being  proved,  the 
laws  of  derivation,  by  which  the  original  idiom  is  changed,  of  ten 
to  the  extent  of  becoming  irrecognizable,  were  also  studied     It 
was  shown  that  this  derivation  takes  place  according  to  fixed 
laws  of  which  man  is  unconscious  at  the  time  he  applies  them 
and  'which  the   phUologists  only  perceive  to-day  by  dint  ot 
analysis  and  comparison.     "  What  distinguishes  phonetic  from 
dialectic  changes,"  says  Max  MiiUer,  "  is  that  the  former  can 
be  reduced  to  very  strict  rules,  whUe  the  latter  cannot,  or  at 
least  not  with  the  same  unerring  certainty.     In  the  growth  of 
the  Modern  Romance  languages  out  of  latin,  we  can  perceive 
not  only  a   general   tendency   to  simplification,  not  only   a 
natural  disposition  to  avoid  the  exertion  which  the  pronuncia- 
tion of  certain  consonants,  and  still  more  of  groups  of  conson- 
ants, entaUs  on  the  speaker  ;  but  we  can  discover  tendencies 
peculiar  to  each  of  the  Eomance  dialects,  and  laws  so  strict  bb 
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to  enable  us  to  say  that  in  French,  and  in  French  only,  the 
Latin  patrem  would  of  necessity  dwindle  down  to  the  modern 
père.  These  changes  take  place  gradually,  but  irresistibly  ;  and 
what  is  most  important,  they  are  completely  beyond  the  reach 
or  control  of  the  free  will  of  man."  By  showing  that  languages 
are  modified  according  to  inevitable  laws  of  which  those  who 
obey  them  are  unconscious,  comparative  philology  has  com- 
pletely overthrown  the  hypothesis  of  the  18th  century;  any 
notion  of  convention  or  contract  must  now  be  abandoned. 
Languages  are  natural  products,  living  things  which  obey  the 
laws  of  life. 

*'  Instead  of,  like  the  ancient  philologists,  proceeding  from  resemblances 
that  were  purely  artificial  and  external,  language  is  now  taken  as  an 
organic  whole,  possessing  a  life  of  its  own  :  the  laws  of  this  life  are  sought 
for  ;  and  each  family  of  languages  is  found  to  have  ramifications  which 
obey  uniform  laws.  As  long  as  each  language  was  regarded  as  an  inor- 
ganic aggregate  over  the  formation  of  which  no  inner  reason  had  presided, 
only  crude  material  solutions  could  be  found  for  the  problem  of  the  origin 
of  language  "  (E.  Renan,  Origine  du  Langage,  pp.  86,  87). 

Among  the  philologists  who  have  attempted  to  make  use  of 
the  discoveries  of  linguistic  science  in  the  solution  of  the  philo- 
sophical problem  of  language.  Max  Muller  and  Renan  have 
most  strongly  insisted  on  the  fact  that  it  could  not  possibly 
have  been  an  arbitrary  human  institution. 

Max  Muller— The  First  Elements  of  Language  are  Abstract 
and  General  Roots. 

According  to  Max  Muller  comparative  philology  should  be 
counted  among  the  natural  sciences.  Language  is  not  an 
invention  in  the  same  sense  as  painting,  architecture,  writing, 
or  printing  are  inventions.  Like  other  natural  products,  it 
has  had  a  development  rather  than  a  history.  "...  Although 
there  is  a  continuous  change  in  language,  it  is  not  in  the  power 
of  any  man  either  to  produce  or  to  prevent  it.  We  might 
as  well  think  of  changing  the  laws  which  control  the  circula- 
tion of  our  blood,  or  of  adding  one  cubit  to  our  stature,  as  of 
altering  the  laws  of  speech,  or  inventing  new  words  according 
to  our  own  pleasure  "  (Science  of  Language,  Ch.  II). 

It  is  therefore  impossible  to  accept  the  theory  that  was 
current  in  the  18th  century.  Philosophers,  on  the  contrary, 
who  "  imagine  that  the  first  man,  though  left  to  himself,  would 
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gradually  have  emerged  from  a  state  of  mutism  and  have 
invented  words  for  every  new  conception  that  arose  m  his 
mind  forget  that  man  could  not  by  his  own  power  have 
acquired  the  faculty  of  speech  which,  so  far  as  our  experience 
aoes,  is  the  distinctive  character  of  man,  unattainable,  or,  at  ail 
events,  unattained  by  the  brute  and  mute  creation  '  (Ibid.  Lh, 

XIV).  .  ,  ,   ,, 

Nor  does  the  theory  of  a  divine  revelation  account  better 

for  the  facts. 

"Theologians  who  claim  for  language  a  divine  origin  drift  into  the 
most  dangerous  anthropomorphism,  when  they  enter  into  any  details  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  they  suppose  the  Deity  to  have  compiled  a  dictionary 
and  grammar  in  order  to  teach  them  to  the  first  man,  as  a  schoolmaster 
teaches  the  deaf  and  dumb.  And  they  do  not  see  that,  even  if  all  their 
premises  were  granted,  they  would  have  explained  no  more  than  how  the 
first  man  might  have  learnt  a  language  if  there  was  a  language  ready 
made  for  him.  How  that  language  was  made  would  remain  as  great  a 
mystery  as  ever"  {Ibid.  Lect.  IX,  p.  331,  1st  Series). 

Can  comparative  philology  not  assist  us  in  solving  the 
problem?  Everything  which,  in  a  language  or  family  ot 
languages,  cannot  be  reduced  to  a  simpler  or  more  primitive 
form  is  called  a  root.  The  ultimate  result  of  the  analysis  ot 
the  languages  of  the  Aryan  and  Semitic  families  has  been  the 
discovery  of  four  or  five  hundred  monosyllabic  roots,  or 
irreducible  and  constitutive  elements  :  Ar,  to  plough  ;  /,  to  go  ; 
Ad,  to  eat  ;  Ba,  to  give  ;  etc.,  etc. 

What  are  these  roots  ?     Two  theories  have  been  proposed  : 
that  of  onomatopoeia  or  the  imitation  of  natural  sounds    and 
that  of  the  interjection.    But  neither  theory  coincides  with  the 
results  arrived  at  by  comparative  philology,  for  the  roots  are 
neither  onomatopoeic  nor  interjectional.    Most  frequently  when 
we  think  we  have  discovered  an  imitative  harmony  m  a  word, 
we  have  only  to  trace  the  word  to  its  origin  to  see  that  it  was 
not  created  by  a  direct  imitation  of  a  natural  sound.     It  is 
left  to  us  to  look  for  another  solution  which,  though  apparently 
less   simple,  is   more   philosophical,  and    the    only   one    that 
appears    to  be  reconcilable  with  the  data  of    the  science   of 
lancTuage.     Man  is  differentiated  from  animals  by  two  faculties  : 
speech  and  the  power  of  generalization.     Now,  comparative 
philology,  by  tracing  language  back   to   roots,  each   of  which 
expresses   a   general  idea,  has  proved   that   to  speak  and  to 
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generalize  are  only  two  aspects  of  one  and  the  same  act. 
Adam  Smith  declared  that  all  names  were  originally  individual 
names.  Leibnitz  held,  on  the  contrary,  that  they  were  all 
appellative  or  general.  They  were  both  in  a  sense  right. 
"...  Adam  Smith  would  be  perfectly  right  in  maintaining 
that  this  name  [cavea  or  caverna],  when  first  given,  was 
applied  to  one  particular  cave,  and  was  afterwards  extended  to 
other  caves.  But  Leibnitz  would  be  equally  right  in  main- 
taining that  in  order  to  call  even  the  first  hollow  cavea,  it  was 
necessary  that  the  general  idea  of  hollow  should  have  been 
formed  in  the  mind,  and  should  have  received  its  vocal  ex- 
pression cav.  It  is  the  same  with  all  nouns.  They  all  express 
originally  one  out  of  the  many  attributes  of  a  thing,  and  that 
attribute,  whether  it  be  an  action  or  a  quality,  is  necessarily  a 
general  idea.  The  word  thus  formed  was  in  the  first  instance 
intended  for  one  object  only,  though  of  course  it  was  almost 
immediately  extended  to  the  whole  class  to  which  this  object 
seemed  to  belong  "  (Ibid.  Ch.  XIV). 

The  following  then  are  the  steps  in  the  formation  of 
language.  We  begin  by  knowing  general  ideas  (hollow,  cavea). 
In  the  second  place,  thanks  to  general  ideas,  we  are  able 
to  know  and  name  particular  things  (cav-cavea).  Lastly, 
the  objects  thus  known  and  named  represent  whole  classes,  and 
their  proper  names  are  changed  into  appellative  names.  The 
difficulty  in  Max  Miiller's  hypothesis  is  to  understand  how  the 
sound  is  related  to  the  thought.  What  connection  is  there 
between  the  words  and  the  ^deas,  between  the  root  ga,  for 
instance,  and  the  action  of  going  ?  We  cannot  see  here,  as  in 
the  onomatopoeic  theory,  what  can  have  led  man  from  the 
thought  to  the  sign  that  expresses  it.  Max  Miiller's  reply  is 
merely  a  re-affirmation  of  his  theory.  The  general  idea  calls 
up  and  suggests  the  word.      This  is  an  original  law  of  mind. 

"  The  400  or  500  roots  which  remain  as  the  constituent  elements  in 
different  famiHes  of  language  are  not  interjections,  nor  are  they  imitations. 
They  arepÀo/ie^ic^?//?e5  produced  bya  power  inherent  in  human  nature.  .  .  . 
There  is  a  law  which  runs  through  nearly  the  whole  of  nature,  that  every 
thing  which  is  struck,  rings.  Each  substance  has  its  peculiar  ring.  .  .  , 
It  was  the  same  with  man.  .  .  .  Man,  in  his  primitive  and  perfect  state, 
was  endowed  not  only,  like  the  brute,  with  the  power  of  expressing  his 
sensations  by  interjections,  and  his  perceptions  by  onomatopoeia.  He 
possessed  likewise  the  faculty  of  giving  more  articulate  expression  to  the 
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rational  conceptions  of  his  mind.      That  faculty   was  -f  ^f^^^  ^^ 
making.     It  was  an  instinct,  an  instinct  of  the  mind,  ^Y^?^^^^^^^^^^^ 
any  other  instinct.     So  far  as  language  is  the  production  of  that  instinct, 
it  belongs  to  the  realm  of  nature  "  (Lect.  IX,  1st  Series). 

Max  Mliller  s  theory  may  be  summed  up  in  two  statements  : 
Firstly,  language  is  a  product  of  nature  ;   Secondly,  man  speaks 
by  a  sort  of  instinct,  which  necessarily  involves   two   steps: 
the  formation  of  general  ideas,  and  the  creation  of  words  to 
express  them.     This  second  thesis  rests  entirely  on  the  fact 
thlt    philological    analysis    has     reduced    all     the     origma 
material  of  a  language  or  of  a  family  of  languages  to   f our  o 
five    hundred   abstract  and  general  roots,      Now   M.  Michel 
Breal  (Mélanges  de  Mythologie  et  de  Limuistnue,  1878)  has  proved 
that  these  roots  cannot  be  regarded  as  constitutive  elements  o 
a  first  language:    they  are,  on  the  contrary,  the  /-nam.  o 
former  substantives,  originally  concrete  words,  ^^^f  ^/>^^^^^^^ 
abstract  meaning,  while  passing  through  the  form  of  the  verk 
The  abstract  monosyllables  obtained  by  comparative  analysis 
can  therefore  tell  us  nothing  as  to  the  first  language  spoken 
by  men. 

E.  Rermn  :     Language  is  not  the  Itestdt  of  Reflectim.  hnt  a 
Spontaneous  Product. 

M.  Kenan  does  not  believe  that  men  began  by  having  general 
ideas  or  that  the  first  words  were  abstract  monosyllables.     He 
ascribes  the  chief  rôle  in  the  formation  of  language  to  onoma- 
topoeia,  to  analogical  metaphor,   maintaining  moreover    tha 
reason,  thfiugh  a.  yet  unconscious  of  itself,  took  an  active  p^r 
in  the  first  creation   of    language.      He  is  of    opinion    that 
synthesis,    complexity,    exuberance    of    forms     -<!««-  ^^J' 
extreme  variety,  and  uncontrolled  freedom  must  have  W  the 
distinctive  features  of  the  first  human  language.     But,  like  Max 
Mliller,  he   cannot   believe    that    language    was    invented    in 
cold   blood,  with  a  deliberate  intention,  as  the   result  of  a 
convention  or  contract. 

"If  speech  is  neither  a  gift  from  without  nor  a  slow  mechanical 
invention  the.:  only  remains'one  possible  view,  --^^  ^-^^-^tf» 
is  to  be  attributed  to  the  spontaneous  and  combined  -«t.^njf  h""^*^ 
faculties.  The  need  of  giving  outward  expression  to  J-  ^-^J*;^'^^ 
feelings  is  natural  to  man  ;  all  his  thoughts  are  »t«™^ "^  *"f Z'^™;^ 
.expressed  by  him,  nor.  is  there  anything  arbitrary  in  the  use  of  articu 
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lation  as  a  sign  of  ideas.  It  was  neither  with  a  view  to  suitability  or 
convenience,  nor  in  imitation  of  animals  that  man  chose  speech  as  a  mean» 
of  formulating  and  communicating  his  thoughts,  but  rather  because 
speech  is  natural  to  him,  as  regards  both  its  organic  production  and  its 
expressive  value.  For,  if  we  attribute  originality  to  animals  in  their 
cries,  why  should  we  deny  originality  to  man  in  speech?"  {Orig.  du  Lan- 
gage, p.  90). 

Man  is  by  nature  a  speaking  being,  as  he  is  by  nature  a 
thinking  being.  It  is  as  un  philosophical  to  assign  a  deliberate 
beginning  to  language  as  to  thought.  Languages  should  be 
compared  to  the  products  of  genius,  or,  better  still,  to  the  old 
popular  poems,  the  great  anonymous  epics.  The  action  of  one 
family,  of  one  individual  may  have  been  decisive  in  those 
far-off  ages,  but  that  was  because  there  lived  in  this  family 
or  in  this  individual  the  spirit  of  the  whole  race. 

"  The  true  author  of  the  spontaneous  acts  of  consciousness  is  human 
nature,  or,  if  you  will,  a  cause  which  is  above  nature.  When  we  have 
reached  this  point  it  matters  not  whether  we  attribute  causality  to  God 
or  to  man.  What  is  spontaneous  is  at  once  human  and  divine,  and  herein 
we  find  a  means  of  reconciling  opinions,  which  are  incomplete  rather  than 
contradictory  "  {Ibid.  p.  94). 

Language  is  a  human,  but  impersonal  product.  It  is  the 
development,  the  visible  expression  of  thought,  "  the  living 
product  of  the  whole  inner  man  "  (Fr.  Schlegel).  We  must 
always  return  to  the  idea  of  Life,  to  understand  the  birth  and 
progress  of  languages.  A  seed  is  sown  which  contains  poten- 
tially all  that  the  living  thing  will  one  day  be.  The  germ 
develops,  organs  are  differentiated,  functions  distinguished.  But 
in  the  germ  the  law  was  contained,  the  form  and  the  type  of  this 
evolution  were  implied.  Similarly,  "  it  was  not  by  successive 
juxtapositions  that  the  different  systems  of  languages  were 
formed.  Like  the  living  beings  in  nature,  language  was,  from 
its  first  appearance,  endowed  with  all  its  essential  elements.. 
.  .  .  Languages  must  be  compared  not  to  the  crystal  which 
is  formed  by  agglomeration  around  a  nucleus,  but  to  a  germ 
which  owes  its  development  to  its  own  inner  force  and  to  the 
inward  necessity  of  its  elements  "  (Ibid.  pp.  100-101). 

In  this  sense  it  may  be  said  that  each  family  of  idioms  was 
created  "  at  one  stroke" — that  it  came  out  of  the  genius  of  each 
race,  without  effort  and  without  any  preliminary  groping  for- 
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words  "An  original  intuition  revealed  to  each  race  the 
general  fashion  of  its  speech,  and  the  great  act  of  agreement  it 
was  to  make  once  for  all  with  its  thought  "  (Ibid.  p.  20). 

Physiological  Theory  of  Natural  Sig7is  :   Charles  Bell,  Darwin. 
Physiology,  like  comparative  philology,  has  provided  new. 
data  for  the  solution  of  the  problem  of  language  ;    for  it  has 
explained    the  production  and    significance  of    natural  signs. 
How  have  gestures  and  changes  in  countenance  come  to  express 
emotions  and  passions  ?    The  parts,  says  Charles  Bell,  which 
are   used    for  expression  serve  also  from  the  first  as  functions 
both  of  the  lower  or  organic  life  and  of  the  higher  or  relational 
life      Now  a  gesture  which  expresses  an  emotion  is  the  begin- 
ning of  an  action,  of  one,  namely,  that  would  be  necessary  m 
order  to  get  rid  of  the  emotion  or  to  prolong  it,  according  as  it  is 
pleasant  or  painful.    A  sign  or  expression  is  thus  the  beginning 
of  an  action.    The  same  applies  to  facial  changes.    These  are  due 
to  the  working  of  certain  muscles  which  do  not,  like  the  rest, 
move   under   the  skin,  but  are  attached  to  it,  and   so   draw 
it  along  with  them.     If  the  face  by  a  particular  contraction 
expresses  a  particular  passion  or  appetite,  it  is  because  this 
contraction  is  precisely  the  mechanical  condition  necessary  to  the 
satisfaction  of  this  passion  or  appetite.    If  rage  is  expressed  by 
a  rictus  which  draws  back  the  lips  and  uncovers  the  teeth,  it  is 
because  this  is  the  very  movement  by  which  one  animal  prepares 
to  seize  another  and  to  tear  it  to  pieces  with  his  teeth,      ihis 
theory  of  Bell's  was  accepted  and  expanded  by  Gratiolet 

In  his  treatise  on  the  Expression  of  the  Emotions,  Darwm 
adopts  Charles  Bell's  ideas,  treating  them,  however,  from  a 
new  point  of  view.  He,  too,  starts  from  the  prmciple  that 
none  of  our  organs  were  originally  intended  for  expression, 
and  that  certain  movements  of  the  organism  only  became  the 
signs  of  certain  internal  states  in  consequence  of  their  habitua 
CO  existence  with  the  latter.  He  then  tries  to  account  for  all 
the  phenomena  of  expression  by  three  general  principles:  7 ^te 
principle  of  serviceable  associated  Habits  ;  the  principle  of  Anti- 
thesis ;  the  principle  of  actions  dm  to  the  constitution  of  the  Nervous 
System,  independent  from  the  first  of  the  will,  and  independent 

to  a  certain  extent  of  habit.  ,     .    i    i^ 

The  principle  of  antithesis  is  somewhat  hypothetical.   Darwin 
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declares   that   certain    expressive   movements    have  no    other 
reason  than  an  original  and  universal  inclination  to  accompany 
a  feeling  with  gestures  contrary  to  those  which  would  express 
the   opposite  feeling.     To   show   her  affection,   a   cat  stiffens 
herself,  draws  herself  up  on  her  paws,  arches  her  back,  cocks 
up  her  tail,  points  her  ears,  because  all  these  movements  are 
the  exact  opposite  of  those  she  would  make  when  about  to 
make  an  attack  or  to  defend  herself.     The  principle  of  the 
association  of  useful  habits  is,  in  fact,  Charles  Bell's  law  traced 
to  its  origin.     Movements  that  are  useful  for  the  satisfaction 
of  a  desire,  or  for  the  relief  of  a  painful  emotion,  become  finally, 
through  repetition,  so  habitual  that  they  recur  every  time  this 
desire  or  emotion  re-appears,  even   though   it   l)e  in  a  feeble 
degree,   and   when   their  utility  no   longer   exists   or  is   very 
doubtful.      Many  natural  signs  are  actions  of  which,  through 
hereditary   habit,   we    make    a    beginning   when    our    ances- 
tors would  have  been  prompted  by  need  to  carry  them  out. 
])ogs  have  the  habit  of  licking  their  young  in  order  to  clean 
them  ;  this  action   was   by  degrees  associated  with  feelings  of 
affection,  and  became  an  expression  of  tenderness  which  they 
extended  to  their  masters,  and  to  all  those  with  whom  they 
wished  to  make  friends.    In  the  same  way  a  man,  when  insulted, 
unconsciously  puts  himself  in   the  attitude  which  would   Ije 
proper  for  attacking  his  adversary,  although  he  has  no  intention 
whatever  of  doing  so. 

The  third  principle,  that  of  the  direct  action  on  the  organ- 
ism of  the  stimulation  of  the  nervous  system,  is  independent 
of  the  will,  and,  to  a  great  extent,  of  habit.  Experience  shows 
that  every  time  the  cerebro-spinal  system  is  excited,  a  certain 
quantity  of  nervous  force  is  generated  and  set  free  ;  hence 
movements,  gestures,  various  cries,  laughter,  clapping  of  hands, 
gambols,  which  may,  by  the  association  of  ideas,  become  indi- 
cations or  signs  of  the  emotions.  These  two  principles  of 
habitual  action  and  of  nervous  excess  may  act  simultaneously.  ' 
The  gestures  of  a  furious  man  may  be  attributed  partly  to  an 
excess  of  nervous  force,  and  partly  to  the  effects  of  habit. 
These  gestures  frequently  represent,  more  or  less  correctly,  the 
action  of  striking. 

Eeid,    Jouffroy,   and    Adolphe    Gamier    had    regarded    the 
faculty  of  expression  by,  and  the  comprehension  of,  signs  as  one  of 
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our  original  ultimate  faculties.  But  if  expressive  signs  are 
merely  the  movements  natural  to  such  and  such  an  action, 
there  is  evidently  no  need  of  a  special  faculty  for  their  pro- 
duction, nor  would  there  seem  to  be  any  need  of  a  special 
faculty  for  understanding  them.  If  this  is  the  case  we  would 
seem  to  have  found  a  key  to  the  much  controverted  question 

of  the  origin  of  language.  ,    i     /      :„  fV.^ 

The  fact  that  language  may  be  an  organic  whole  (as  m  the 
hypotheses  of  Max  Miiller  and  Eenan)  does  not  exclude  the 
possibility  that  its  formation  has  come  about  to  a  certain 
extent  by  successive  steps,  nor  prevent  its  causes  from  being 
susceptible  of  analysis. 

«  It  had  already  been  clearly  proved  that  the  more  or  less  artificial  and 
conventional  signs  out  of  which  language  is  formed  owe  their  origin  to 
ZZ  natural's igns.     We  now  know  further,  owing  to  the  obser^^^^^^^ 
made  by  Charles  Bell,  what  these  signs  are,  and  how  they  are  to  be 
recounted  for,  at  least  in  certain  cases  ;  we  are  able  the  more  clearly  to  see 
howT  s  possible  through  our  will  to  extend  the  use  of  these  signs^o 
develop,  tLsform  them,  to  derive  from  them  a  veritable  language    Th^ 
need  of  respiration  and  divers  impressions  cause  ^he  new-born  child  to 
tLr  the  cry  which  will  bring  him  assistance  ;  later  he  will  understand 
Tuse  he  1  make  of  this  cry  ;  he  will  repeat  it,  thus  imitating  himself  : 
tÏ  s    s  the  earliest  language.     This  earliest  form  of  language,  modified 
Td   extended    will,  with  the  co-operation     of    nature     and    volition, 
"  e  rTsHo  w  Jis'called  the  words  of  a  language.    These  words,  eith^- 
•oined  one  to  the  other  or  modified   and  inflected  in  accordance  with 
certlhi  laws  which  are  the  laws  of  thought  itself,  and  which  taken  col- 
LctTvely  are  logic,  these  words,  when  subjected  in  this  way  to  rules  which  go 
to  Zl^^  up  wha    is  called  grammar,  are  a  complete  language.     In  this 
iry  we  seem  to  find  the  rudiments  of  a  truly  philosophical  -pWion 
o^the  origin  of  languages"  (F.  Eavaisson,  Rapport  sur  la  Ph^losoph^e 
en  Fraiice  au  dix-neuvûme  Siècle,  pp.  217,  218). 

Conclusion, 

AU  these  apparently  contradictory  solutions  of  the  problem 
of  language  would  seem  to  be  gradually  convergmg  towards  one 
point  and  likely  to  become  reconciled  in  a  theory  which  will 
embrace  aU  the  different  truths  to  which  they  correspond. 

Among  the  ancient  thinkers  we  found  two  great  theories  : 
according  to  one  of  these,  words  have  a  natural  origin  (J.<r«), 
ty  which  was  meant  that  they  imitate  the  nature  of  hmgs  ; 
according  to  the  other,  they  were  regarded  as  bemg  arbitrap 
(So  and  hence  as  having  no  connection  with  the  nature  of  the 
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objects  they  indicate.    There  is  some  truth  in  both  these  theories. 
We  no  longer  believe,  like  Cratylus,  that  the  science  of  words  is 
the  science  of  things  :  so  far  his  opponents  were  right.     But  it 
is  true  that  at  the  beginning  words  corresponded   to  certain 
qualities  in  objects,  and  still   more  to  the  impressions  they 
made  on  the  mind  of  the  primitive  man  :  and  thus  Plato  gives 
evidence  of  more   than   a  correct  intuition  in  his   ingenious 
derivations  in  the  Cratylus.     Now  we  no  longer  speculate  as  to 
whether  words  imitate  the  nature  of  things  or  not.      When 
inquiring  into  the  origin  of  language  we  seek,  in  the  first  place, 
to  determine  its  relation    to   thought.     We    no    longer    ask, 
like  the  ancients.  Is  it  possible  to  know  things  through  the 
analysis  of  words  ?  but  :    Is  it  possible  to  think  without  the 
help  of  language  ?     And  can  language  consequently  have  been 
created  by  thought  ?     To  this  question  two  answers  have  been 
given— the  first  being,  that  language  is  a  divine  revelation; 
the  second,  that  it  is  an  arbitrary  human  institution.    The  theory 
resulting  from  the  progress  of  comparative  philology,  and  of 
the  physiology  of  natural  signs,  includes  as  much  as  is  correct 
in  the  modern  theories,  and  admits  of  a  relative  reconciliation 
of  those  of  antiquity.     No  one  now  disputes  that  language  is 
a  human  product  ;  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  universally  allowed 
not  to  be  the  effect  of  a  contract  or  convention,  but  a  product 
of  nature,  the  result  of  human  spontaneity,  of  the  spirit  and 
disposition  of  primitive  races. 

Thus  we  have  every  day  more  reason  to  consider  language 
as  a  living  thing,  and  to  seek  its  explanation  in  the  laws  of 
life.  Its  first  stage  is  the  intentional  use  of  a  cry  that  was 
originally  only  a  sort  of  reflex  movement.  Its  first  elements 
are  interjections  drawn  forth  by  emotions  and  signifying  them, 
and  onomatopoeia,  which,  by  imitating  external  sounds,  indi- 
cates external  objects.  The  meaning  of  the  words  thus  formed  is 
extended  to  other  objects  by  more  or  less  far-fetched  analogies, 
the  nature  and  variety  of  which  it  is  now  sometimes  difficult 
to  divine.  These  elements  are  co-ordinated  by  all  races  in 
obedience  to  laws,  the  logic  of  which  has  something  that  is 
universal  and  human,  but  on  which  the  genius  of  each  race 
impresses  its  own  character. 


CHAPTER  VIII. 


THE  FEELINGS. 


Being  chiefly  concerned  with  the  problems  of  knowledge  and  of 
morality,  philosophers  have  seldom  made  an  independent  study 
of  the  phenomena  of  feeling  and  passion.     They  have  considered 
them  incidentally  in  connection  with  ethics,  and  occasionally 
even  with  the  theory  of  knowledge  ;  but  they  have  not  gone  back 
to  their  origin,  nor  seen  the  necessity  of  verifying  the  somewhat 
vague  analysis  of  them  which  is  implied  in  common  language. 
Moreover,  each  school  has  directed  its  attention  to  such  facts 
concerning  this  side  of  our  nature  as  are  of  special  interest  to 
itself  or  which   serve  to  corroborate  its  theories,  but  has  not 
troubled  itself  about  other  elements.     Again,  whereas  the  pro- 
cesses of  thought  are  a  matter  of  indifference  to  the  majority 
of  men,  there  is  hardly  a  person  but  has  had  the  opportunity 
of  observing  more  or  less  correctly  in  himself,  or  m  others, 
those  phenomena  on  which  human  destiny  so  often  depends 
The  result  has  been  that  the  vulgar  have  in  a  way  co-operated 
in  the  formation   of  theories,  and   that  there   exist  in  every 
language   ill-defined  words    which    are    nevertheless   the    ex- 
pression of  emotions  frequently  subtle  though  confusedly  felt. 

Emotions,  sentiments,  affections,  passions,  are  so  many  terms 
whose  uncertain  meaning  varies  at  the  pleasure  of  philosophers. 
It  is  only  by  a  clear  comprehension  of  the  different  theories, 
and  by  referring  to  the  facts  they  neglect  as  well  as  to  those 
they  take  into  account,  that  it  is  possible,  in  spite  of  the  twists 
and  turns  of  language,  to  steer  one's  course  m  the  history  of 
the  different  theories  concerning  this  subject. 
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The  Earliest   Philosophers:    the   Pythagoreans;    Empedocles ; 
Democritus  ;  Soerates, 

In  this,  as  in  every  other  respect,  the  psychology  of  the 
predecessors  of  Socrates  was  rather  weak.  The  soul  was  to 
the  Pythagoreans,  a  number.  Number  contained  a  finite 
element,  the  principle  of  unity,  of  measure,  of  harmony,  and  an 
infinite  element,  the  principle  of  multiplicity  and  disorder.  It 
is  probable  that  their  principle  of  unity  was  Eeason,  as  opposed 
to  the  appetites  and  passions,  and  all  those  hidden  anarchical 
powers,  by  which  the  soul  is  troubled,  divided,  and  torn 
asunder.  The  Pythagoreans  would  seem,  then,  to  have  been 
especially  impressed  by  what  is  dangerous  and  excessive  in  the 
emotions  ;  a  one-sided  view,  which,  as  we  shall  see,  has  been  too 
often  adopted  by  philosophers,  as,  for  instance,  by  the  Stoics. 

Heraclitus  calls  the  state  of  the  divided  being,  "want**" 
(XpnfJ-f^oa-vvri,  XifAoç),  and  the  unity  resulting  from  the  universal 
fire  "  plenty"  (Kopoç);  and  between  these  two  states,  according  to 
him,  the  life  of  the  universe,  and  of  the  individuals  of  which 
it  is  composed,  alternates.  Here  we  can  discern  a  foreshadow- 
ing of  the  theory  of  the  inclinations  and  desires.  The  theory  of 
Empedocles  is  more  developed  and  more  definite.  The  living 
being  is  a  compound  of  the  elements  found  in  all  things.  All 
living  things,  plants,  animals,  and  men,  desire  that  which 
shall  complete  and  perfect  the  mixture  which  constitutes  their 
being.  Desire  is  the  tendency  to  assimilate  the  elements,  by 
which  the  normal  combination  is  re-established.  All  that  is 
not  in  accordance  with  the  nature  of  the  being,  all  that 
differs  radically  from  it,  is  both  an  object  of  aversimi  and  the 
principle  of  pain.  Pleasure  corresponds  to  satisfied  desire, 
to  the  restoration  of  the  equilibrium.  Thus  emotions,  m 
well  as  the  intellect,  are  explained  by  the  affinities  of  like'  for 
like. 

The  theories  of  Democritus  concerning  pleasure  and  pain 
are  closely  connected  with  his  ethical  doctrine.  He  identifies 
the  pleasant  with  the  useful,  and  regards  happiness  as  the  end 
of  life.  But  pleasure,  he  says,  is  not  sensuous  enjoyment,  for 
its  principle  is  in  the  soul. 

"Happiness  and  misery  do  not  depend  upon  gold  or  herds  of  cattle  ;. 
for  it  is  in  the  soul  that  the  daemon  dwells  (xfvxr]  5'  oLKrjTrjpiov 
Sat/xovoç),  (Frag.  I.  in  the  Fragmenta  Philosophorum,  ed.  Didot).     Bodily 
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goods  are  human,  but  the  goods  of  the  soul  are  dmne  (Frag.  6).  The 
fhief  cood  he  asserts  to  be  cheerfulness,  by  which  he  means  a  condition 
aclding  to  which  the  soul  lives  calmly  and  steadily,  being  disturbed  by 
no  fear  or  superstition  or  other  passion.  He  calls  this  state  cv^v^.a,  and 
€r€o-TU),  and  by  several  other  names"  (D.  L.  ix,  45). 

Hence    the  necessity    of    moderation    in    our    desires    and 

pleasures. 

"Our  wants  increase  with   our  desires;    insatiability  is  worse  than 
extreme    poverty.      Excess   turns    pleasure  into    pam.^.  ••     Tis   best 

always  to  observe  the  due  mean  {KaXov  .;rt  ^avri  to  urov) loo, 

much  of  anything  and  too  little  are  both  evils." 

It  is  easy  to  perceive  the  psychological  conceptions  implied 
in  these  precepts.  We  shall  recognize  their  influence  m 
Aristotle's  theories   of   the  hierarchy  of  pleasure  and   ot  the 

happy  mean.  i     £       ^        f 

Socrates,  the  restorer,  or  we  may  even  say,  the  founder  ot 
moral  philosophy,  did  Uttle  to  advance  the  psychology  of  the 
passions.      For    hhn    it    was    only    a    part    of    ethics.       ihe 
principlejiLall  human   action  is  the   desire    for   happiness. 
Thirfcem^take  many  forms,  but  ultimately  analyzed,  it  is 
always  found  to  be  the  desire  for  the  good.   And  the  good  cannot 
be  separated  from  the  useful.     Man  commits  evil  only  when 
he  mistakes    his  true    interest.     Desire  does  not  know  the 
.,ood  :  it  is  merely  our  irresistible  inclination  to  will  and  to  do 
Ihatwe  think  is  the  good.     To  enlighten  our  desires  not  to 
confound  happiness  with  pleasure,  or  the  useful  (t«  w<peXovvTa) 
with  the  agreeable  (rà  ^^e'«),  and  in  order  to  accomplish  this, 
to  know  ourselves,  and    what  we   truly   want,  such    is    the 
end    of   human    life.       Thus    theory   and    practice    are    one: 
Virtue  is  knowledge. 

Aristippm  :  Pleasure  is  a  gentle,  Pain,  a  violent  Movement. 
Aristippus  was  at  once  a  disciple  of  Socrates  and  of  the 
Sophists.  He  despised  mere  theory,  and  declared  that  the 
soul  knows  only  her  own  states,  and  that  sensation  is  altogether 
subiective.  This  led  him  to  make  pleasure  the  end,  and  the 
entirely  relative  end,  of  life.  But  in  his  analysis  of  pleasure 
he  shows  much  ingenuity.  The  desire  of  pleasure  lies  at  the 
base  of  human  nature,  manilesth  lUel!  Iium  ululdhood,  and  is 
spontaneous  (à^poatp^oç),  or  instinctive.  In  the  same  way  a 
natural  repugnance  makes  us  avoid  pain.     When  we  possess 
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pleasure  we  wish  for  nothing  more,  which  proves  that  it  is 
our  end.  What  then  is  the  nature  of  pleasure?  Our 
organism  is  in  a  state  of  perpetual  movement;  when  this 
movement  is  strong  enough  to  be  perceived  by  consciousness 
there  results  an  emotion  which  we  call  pleasure  or  pain, 
according  as  the  movement  is  gentle  (Xela  kIv^ks)  or  violent 
and  rough  (rpaxela).  Thus  pleasure  and  pain  are  merely 
organic  movements  perceptible  in  consciousness,  and  botii 
states  are  positive.  It  is  not  true  to  say,  as  Epicurus  did 
afterwards,  that  the  absence  of  pain  is  pleasure,  or  conversely  ; 
this  negative  state  is  a  state  of  immobility,  of  inertia, 
resembling  that  of  a  man  asleep.  All  pleasures  have  the 
same  cause,  namely,  a  movement  that  is  gentle  and  in  accord- 
ance with  nature.  All  pleasures  are  therefore  equal.  There 
IS  no  need  to  distinguish  between  true  and  false  pleasures. 

"Pleasure  is  a  good  even  if  it  arises  from  the  most  unbecoming  causes 
<as  Hippobatus  tells  us  in  his  treatise  on  sects)  ;  for  even  if  an  action 
be  ever  so  absurd,  still  the  pleasure  which  arises  out  of  it  is  desirable 

and  good"    (D.  L.   ii,  88) "The  Cyrenaics  deny   that   pleasure 

is  caused  by  either  the  recollection  or  the  anticipation  of  good  fortune- 
though  Epicurus  asserted  that  it  was— for  the  motion  of  the  mind  is  put 
an  end  to  by  time"  (Ibid.  89). 

Aristippus,  however,  made  a  distinction  between  the 
pleasures  of  the  body  and  those  of  the  mind,  but  without 
departing  from  his  principle;  for  he  maintained  that  in 
general  the  former  are  a  necessary  condition  of  the  latter. 

Plato:  Theory  of  Love;  Love  the  Desire  for  m  Ûood ; 
Ascent  of  Love  towards  tlic    Good, 

It  is  not  easy  to  co-ordinate  the  theories  of  the  passions  and 
emotions,  which  Plato  sets  forth  in  the  Timaeus,  the  Symposium, 
the  Philebus,  and  the  Bejpiélic,  He  was  chiefly  interested  in 
the  study  of  thought  and  in  Ethics.  If,  however,  we  com- 
pare these  different  passages  we  may  discover  his  views  on  the 
subject  of  the  feelings.  Like  Socrates,  he  says  that  men  love 
and  pursue  the  good  alone  (oJ(JeV  y'  aWo  eariv  ov  €pœ(Tiu 
avOpw-TTOL  ?  ayaOov,  Symposium,  206a).  "For  you  may  say 
generally  that  all  desire  of  good  and  happiness  is  only  the  great 
and  subtle  power  of  love  {to  jmeu  KecfydXaiou  €(ttl  iraaa  ^  twv 
àyaOœv  e-mOu^la  Kai  too   evSai/uLoveïv  6  /meyia-TOÇ  re  Kai  SoXepoç 
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?pa,ç  iravrl"  Symp.   205).     Love,  being   desire,  presupposes  a 
want      One  does  not  desire  that  which  one  possesses.     "  Love 
is  the  son  of  Foros  (Plenty)  and  Fenia  (Poverty).     Like  his 
mother  he  is  poor,  but,  like  his  father,  he  is  always  plot  mg 
acrainst  the  fair  and  good  .  .  .  keen  in  the  pursuit  o    wisdom 
(Ipcvaeo^c     e^Sv^^nrv^)  ...  a     philosopher     at     all     times 
ZLao<i>ïi.v  S^à  Tra^Toç  TOO  ^.ov)  .  .      he  is  a  mean  between 
Xdom  and  ignorance  (a-o(/)/aç  r'  «u  Kac  a^aOm  ev  ^eaœ  eaTC.) 
For  wisdom  is   a  most  beautiful  thing,  and  love  is  of 
the  beautiful,  and  therefore  love  is  also  a  philosopher  or  lover 
of  wisdom.     Being  a  lover  of  wisdom  he  is  in  a  mean  between 
the  wise  and  the  ignorant"  (/Sf^mi^osmm,  203^, e) 

We  know  what  the  nature  of  love  is  and  what  is  its  true 
object      The    soul    is   essentially    cpiXof^aO^h,    she    tends    by 
nature  towards  an  ever  higher  knowledge  because  she  is  at  the 
same  time  united   to  and  separated  from  the  divme,  because 
she   knows  enough  to  desire  always  to  know  more.     Mortal 
love  which  so  violently  disturbs  the  heart,  has  its  principle  m 
this  spontaneous  aspiration  towards  that  which  is  highest  and 
most  beautiful.     Whether  she  knows  it  or  not,  what  the  soul 
seeks  in  the  beauty  of  sensible  forms  is  that  supreme,  ^visible, 
eternal  beauty,  of  which  she  has  a  presentiment  and  which 
alone  can  satisfy  her. 

«And  the  true  order  of  being  led  by  another  to  the  things  of  love  is 
to  use  the  beauties  of  earth  as  steps  along  which  he  mounts  upwards  for 
the  sake  of  that  other  beauty,  going  from  one  to  two  and  from  two  to  all 
fafr  forms,  and  from  fair  forms  to  fair  practices,  and  from  fair  practices 
to  fair  notions,  until  from  fair  notions  he  arrives  at  the  notion  of  absolute 
beauty,  and  a;  last  knows  what  the  essence  of  beauty  is»  (Symposrum, 
211c). 

If  the  soul  were  all  intelligence  she  would  possess  wisdom, 
and  would  consequently  not  have  to  desire  it.  For  the  same 
reason  that  she  is  drawn  to  the  supreme  beauty,  the  soul  also 
deviates  from  it,  is  held  by  illusions,  takes  p  easure  m  the 
lesser  crood  The  soul  tends  towards  truth  only  because  she 
occupies  a  middle  place  between  wisdom  and  ignorance.  In 
conflict  with  the  vovç,  the  principle  of  knowledge  there  is 
the  ex.e.M/a,  the  principle  of  material  desires.  The  source 
of  the  spirited  passions  is  the  O.^oc,  the  middle  term,  which 
binds  the   two   extreme  parts   of   the   soul.      To  these   three 
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parts  of  the    soul    correspond    three    classes    of    inclinations, 
three    kinds    of    desires,    rpirai    eTriOu/uLiai    (Bep.    IX,    580  d). 
That  by   which    we  know    (œ    ye    /xavOcLvoinev),  the   superior 
and    divine    part,    which    in    a   well    ordered    soul    governs, 
is  wholly   directed   to   the   truth.       "Lover   of  wisdom,  lover 
of   knowledge   ((piXo/naO^ç   kqi    (piXoa-ocpoç)    are    titles    which 
we  may  fitly  apply  to  that  part  of  the  soul  "  (Bep.  IX,  581  b). 
This  is  the  disposition  towards  the  true  good,  which   belongs 
essentially  to  the  nature  of  the  soul.     "  The  passionate  element 
(to   OvfxoeiSeç)  is   wholly   set   on    ruling   and    conquering   and 
getting  famous,  is  the  contentious  or  ambitious  part."      "  The 
third,  having  many  forms,  has  no  special  name,  but  is  denoted 
by  the  general  term  appetitive  (eTriOu/jirjTiKov),  from  the  extra- 
ordinary strength  of  vehemence  of  the  desires  of  eating  and 
drinking   and   the   other  sensual   appetites  .  .  .  also   money- 
loving    {(piXoxpmarov),    because    such   desires    are   generally 
satisfied  by  the  help  of  money  "  {Rep.  IX,  580  e). 

Furthermore,  every  desire  has  its  source  in  the  soul.     To  be 
thirsty  is  to  be  empty  ;   thirst  is  a  desire  (e-TriOujiiia).     "  Thus  he 
who  is  empty  desires   the  contrary  of  what  he  feels;    being 
empty  he  desires  to  be  replenished.  .  .  .     This  appetite  (^  S' 
op^ïf)  which  draws  him  to  the  contrary  of  what  he  feels  proves 
that  he  has  within  himself  a  memory  of  things  opposite  to  the 
affections  of  his    body."     This  reasoning,  while  it  shows  that 
it  is  memory  that   draws  the  animal   towards   the  object  of 
his  desire,  proves  at  the  same  time  that  every  kind  of  appetite, 
every  desire  has  its  principle  in  the  soul,  and  that  it  is  the 
soul  that  rules  in  all  living  beings.      "As  in  the  soul  one  part 
predominates  to  the  detriment  of  the  others,  so  there  are  three 
classes  of  men  (rpirrà  yeutj,  (piXoa-ocpou^  (jyiXoueiKov,  (piXoKcpSeçX 
lovers  of  wisdom,  lovers  of  honour,  lovers  of  gain,  and   three 
kinds  of  pleasures  corresponding  respectively  to  these  charac- 
teristics "  (Bep,  IX,  581  c). 

Theory  of  Pleasure  and  Pain  :  Disorder  and  Be- Establishment 
of  Harmony  :  Pleasure  not  the  Absence  of  Pain  :  True  and 
False  Pleasures, 

A  modern  psychologist  would  have  made  his  theory  of 
pleasure  depend  upon  his  theory  of  desire.  The  method  which 
Plato  follows  in  the  Philebus  is  quite  different,  and  shows  how 
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far  the  ancients  were  from  the  conception  of  an  independent 
science  of  mind.      To   define  pleasure  Plato  starts  from  the 
idea  of  Being  {iràvra  rà  vZv  ivra  kv  rep  ^avn  StaXa^œ^ev,  Phil. 
23  a)      There  are,  according  to  him,  four  modes  of  existence  ; 
the   infinite  or  indeterminate   (aVetpo.),  that  which  is  capable 
of  the  more  or  the  less  ;  the  finite  (^e>aç),  which  is  characterized 
by  number,  measure  ;   the  mixture  of  the  finite  and  the  infinite, 
which  embraces  all  harmony  ;    and  finally,  the  cause  of  this 
mixture,  which  can  only  be  intelligence.     Pleasure  and  pam 
are  placed  in   the  category  of  the  infinite,  because   they   are 
capable  of  the  more  or  the  less.     But  the  genesis  of  pleasure 
or  pain  belongs  to  the  third  class,  to  the  mixture  of  the  finite 
and  the  infinite,  like  harmony  and  health  (è.  ™  KOivœj.oi  yevec 
ana  ipaUcrOoi  XWr,  re  Kai  ^Sovh  ylyuecrOai  Kara  (^vaiv,  PhlL  31  C). 
«When  the  harmony  in  animals  is  dissolved  (àp/xovt'aç  Xvoi^kv^q^)  there  is 
also  a  dissolution  of  nature  (Kmv  r^s  c^iVccos)  and  a  generation  of  pam. 
And  the  restoration  of  harmony  and  return  to  nature  is  the  source 
of  pleasure.  .  .  .    Hunger  is  a  dissolution  and  a  pain  (À^crtçKa.W.,^^  ^  .  . 
Whereas  eating  is  a  replenishment  and  a  pleasure  (€8a>8>?  Se  :rÀr?paxrtç 
yiyvoiikvri  TTccXtv  ^Sovr}).     Thirst  again  is  a  destruction  and  a  pain,  but 
the  effect  of  moisture  {y^  toi5  vypov  ôè  avvafxis)  replenishing  the  dry  place 
is  a  pleasure  "  {Philehim  31  d). 

In  a  word,  when  the  living  harmony  {e^i.^vxov  eîSoç)  composed 
of  the   finite  and    the  infinite  in  accordance  with  nature,  is 
disturbed,  this  disturbance  is  a   pain    {cpSopàv   Xvirrju).     The 
movement  towards  the  natural  order,  the  return  of  things  to 
their  true  essence  (rhv  5'  ek  rhv  aW^v  ovalav  68ov)  is  pleasure. 
In  this  theory  pleasure  is  motion  {Klvn(TLç\  a  generation,  a 
becoming  {yeveai,).      One  might  be  inclined  to  attribute  to 
Plato  the  theory  that  pleasure  is  only  the  absence  of  pam,  that 
it   always  presupposes   some   antecedent   suffering,  that  it  is 
only  the  correction  of  some  disorder.     To  support  this  opmion 
we  have  the  words  said  in  the  Phaedo  by  Socrates,  when  freed 

from  his  chains  : 

"  How  singular  is  the  thing  called  pleasure  and  how  curiously  related 
to  pain,  which  might  be  thought  to  be  the  opposite  of  it;  for  they  are 
never  present  to  a  man  at  the  same  instant,  and  yet  he  who  pursues  either 
is  generally  compelled  to  take  the  other  ;  their  bodies  are  two,  but  they 
are  joined  by  a  single  head  "  {Phaedo  60  h). 

But  in  the  Philehus,  Plato  expressly  and  repeatedly  refutes 
this  theory.     He  grants  that  there  is  between  pleasure  and 
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pain  a  third  state  (rplrrj  SidOecriç),  a  state  of  indifference. 
There  is,  no  doubt,  always  movement  in  the  body,  but  the 
animal  is  not  always  conscious  of  all  that  takes  place  in  its 
body  (as  for  example,  growth)  :  only  great  changes  excite  in  us 
pleasure  and  pain,  the  smaller  ones  we  do  not  perceive. 
There  is  a  life  that  is  exempt  from  pleasure  and  pain. 
Pleasure  is  therefore  not  the  absence  of  pain  (ovkovv  ovk  av  eit} 
TO  fA,rj  XvTreta-Oal  ttotc  Taurop  tw  -^aipeiv),  and  it  is  a  mistake 
to  say  that  the  happiest  life  is  the  life  that  is  free  from  pain, 
and  to  believe  that  one  rejoices  when  he  is  only  free  from  all 
suffering  {Phil.  43  d).  Pleasure  is  then  the  truly  positive  state, 
and  it  accompanies  all  the  progress  of  a  being  towards  the 
harmony  which  is  the  fulfilment  of  its  nature. 

There  are  physical  pleasures  and  spiritual  pleasures.  In  the 
Philebm  and  the  TimaeuSy  Plato  determines  the  conditions  of 
the  emotion  which  has  its  source  in  a  corporeal  impression. 
This  impression  must  be  strong  and  sudden,  and  must  be 
transmitted  by  the  organ  even  while  the  latter  resists  it. 

"Let  us  imagine  affections  (Tra^rJ/xara)  of  the  body  which  are 
extinguished  before  they  reach  the  soul,  and  leave  her  unaffected  ;  and 
again,  other  affections  which  vibrate  through  both  soul  and  body,  and 
impart  a  shock  to  both  and  to  each  of  them  "  {Phil.  3.3  d).        ^ 

There  are  also  pleasures  and  pains  that  are  purely  spiritual. 

"  In  the  soul  herself  there  is  an  antecedent  hope  of  pleasure  (avr^ç  r^v 
ipvxrjs  Ôià  Trpoo-ôoKtaç)  which  is  sweet  and  refreshing,  and  an  expectation 
of  pain,  fearful  and  anxious  "  [Phil.  32  c). 

Among  spiritual  pleasures  there  is  the  pleasure  of  the 
intellect,  the  highest  of  all,  for  it  consists  in  being  filled  with 
knowledge,  which  has  more  of  essence  than  the  objects  of  sense 
(Pep.  IX,  585). 

Plato  allows  that  there  are  true  and  false  pleasures.  No 
doubt  it  is  impossible  to  be  mistaken  as  to  the  presence  of 
pleasure  :  we  either  feel  it  or  do  not  feel  it  ;  but  it  is  possible 
to  be  mistaken  as  to  the  pleasure  itself.  For  is  there  not  in 
the  first  place  a  pleasure  arising  from  a  correct  image  and  one 
which  is  the  consequence  of  error  ?  Is  not  a  man  full  of 
chimerical  hopes  wrong  to  rejoice,  just  as,  when  we  look  at 
things  from  too  great  or  too  small  a  distance  our  vision  is 
deceptive  ? 
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-  "  But  now  it  is  the  pleasures  which  are  said  to  be  true  and  false, 
because  they  are  seen  at  various  distances,  and  subjected  to  comparison  ; 
the  pleasures  appear  to  be  greater  and  more  vehement  when  placed  side 
by  side  with  the  pains,  and  the  pains  when  placed  side  by  side  with  the 
pleasures.  .  .  .  And  suppose  you  part  off  from  pleasures  and  pains  the 
element  which  makes  them  appear  to  be  greater  or  less  than  they  really 
are  ;  you  will  acknowledge  that  this  element  is  illusory,  and  you  will 
never  say  that  the  corresponding  excess  or  defect  of  pleasure  or  pain  is 
real  or  true"  (Phil.  41,  42, c). 

Again,  it  is  through  an  illusion  that  we  take  the  cessation  of 
pain  for  a  pleasure,  and  the  cessation  of  pleasure  for  a  pain. 
Frequently,  also,  we  mistake  for  a  pleasure  what  is  in  reality  a 
mixture  of  pleasure  and  pain.  The  true  pleasures  are  those 
that  are  pure;  those  that  come,  for  instance,  from  sounds, 
colours,  perfumes,  all  those  that  give  an  unmixed  satisfaction, 
and,  above  all  others,  the  joy  arising  from  a  knowledge 
of  truth.  It  is  not  the  force,  or  the  intensity  which  makes 
true  pleasure,  but  its  purity,  or  the  absence  from  it  of  all  pain. 
Excessive  pleasures  are  a  mark  of  corruption  either  of  the  soul 
or  of  the  body. 

Finally,  Plato  considers  the  cases  in  which  there  is  a 
combination  of  pleasure  and  pain.  Thirst  is  a  pain,  to  drink  is 
a  pleasure  ;  he  who  is  thirsty  and  drinks  has  a  feeling  combined 
of  pleasure  and  pain.  And  it  is  the  same  with  every  bodily 
appetite.  Plato  discriminates  between  purely  bodily  or  purely 
spiritual  combinations  and  those  in  which  are  blended  pleasures 
and  pains  of  both  kinds.  Sometimes  the  two  opposite  terms 
balance  each  other  ;  sometimes  one  is  the  stronger,  and  accord- 
ingly the  combination  is  either  pleasant  or  painful.  There  are 
also,  as  we  have  said  above,  pure  pleasures,  that  is  to  say 
pleasures  that  are  unmixed  with  pain. 

Aristotle  :  Metaphysical  and  Psychological  Theory  of  the  Feelirufs. 

In  his  theory  of  the  feelings  Aristotle  as  usual  joins  specula- 
tion to  observation.  He  collects  the  truths  which  had  been  in 
part  recognized  by  Plato,  completing  them,  and  more  precisely 
determining  their  connection  with  one  another.  The  conception 
of  a  first  immovable  mover,  of  a  God  towards  Whom  the  whole 
universe  is  tending,  serves  to  make  us  understand  the  impulses 
of  the  human  soul. 
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«  All  living  things,"  says  M.  Ravaisson,  "all  substances  have  a  funda- 
mental and  habitual  manner  of  being,  a  form  which  is  their  essence  and  to 
which  they  of  themselves  tend  as  towards  their  end  and  their  good.  This 
essential,  substantial  form  is  what  is  called  their  nature.  The  definition  of 
natural  beings  as  distinguished  from  aggregates  formed  by  art,  or  force, 
or  chance,  is  that  the  former  contain  in  themselves  the  principle  of  their  own 
motion,  a  motion  whose  final  end  is  their  nature  and  their  essence.  But  this 
is  not  all.  This  end  of  the  natural  movement  is  at  the  same  time  its  principle, 
its  efficient  cause.  It  is  through  the  actuality  towards  which  it  tends 
that  the  being  is  moved.  It  is  this  actuality  which,  being  its  end  and  its 
good,  excites  in  it  the  desires  from  which  is  born  the  motion,  and  which, 
being  immediately  present  in  the  potentialities  of  matter,  draws  the 
latter  on  and  realizes  them  more  and  more»  {Ess.  sur  la  7>i€'<.  d^Arist.  Vol. 
II,  p.  11). 

The  following  is  the  psychological  theory  contained  in  this 
metaphysical  conception.  With  the  sensitive  soul  (to  aicrOriTiKOp) 
appears  desire,  properly  so  called  (ope^iç).  The  aicrOriTucov  and 
the  opeKTiKov  are  one  and  the  same  part  of  the  soul  considered 
from  two  different  points  of  view.  Animals  have  therefore 
impulses  which  are,  however,  confused  like  their  sensations. 
Every  animal  has  at  least  one  sense,  namely,  touch,  and  where 
there  is  sensation  there  is  pleasure  and  pain,  and  where  there  is 
pleasure  and  pain  there  is  desire.  Aristotle  compares  the  two- 
fold movement  by  which  we  make  for  pleasure  and  turn  from 
pain,  to  the  acts  of  affirmation  and  negation. 

In  the  sensitive  life,  desire  (o/oe^tç)  has  two  forms  (eTr^Ov/i/a 
and  OviuLoç).     The  eTriOv/iila  is  desire,  the  seeking  after  what  is 
agreeable,  the  natural  spontaneous  movement  towards  pleasure. 
The  Ovjuioc  with  Aristotle  has  almost  the  same  meaning  as  with 
Plato  ;  that  is  to  say,  it  is  desire  rising  above  blmd  instinct, 
approaching  intelligence;    the    inclination,   which    is  stQl  an 
animal    one,    to    do    good    to    our    friends    and    evil    to    our 
enemies  ((piXfjriKov-iJLia'fiTiKOpy     There  are    irrational    natural 
desires  (aXoyov)  which  are  common  to  all  men,  and  there  are 
besides  individual  ideas  {ISiot  Km  eirieeroi),  such  as  the  desire 
for  honours,  which  imply  a  certain  intervention  on  the  part  of 
the  intellect  and  are  the  result  of  habit,  of  certain  organic 
tendencies;    in  these  the   eTriOvuLla  and   the  Oi//xoç    are    most 
frequently  combined  and  blended. 

The  ope^iç  is  not  confined  to  sensitive  life  ;   it  is  modified 
through    the    intervention     of    thought    and    becomes    will 
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(iSouXwiÇ.)     Aristotle   uses   this  word   in  the   same  sense  as 
Malebranche  the  word  "  will."    It  is  the  general  tendency  towards 
the  good,  appetite  regulated  by  reason.    Volition  is  not  liberty. 
One  may  will  {^ovXeaOai)  that  an  athlete  may  win,  but  one 
cannot  bring  it  about  {Trpoaipeîa-Oai,  free  choice).     The  ^ovXricriç 
belongs  only  to  rational  beings,  for  it  implies  the  (pavracrla 
^ovXevTiKï'u  the  discursive  power  which  out  of  sensible  images 
forms  materials  for  thought.     The  chief  distinction  between 
will     and     desire     is    that    desire    cannot    see    beyond    the 
present    moment,  whereas    will,   enlightened    by   intelligence, 
compares    images   with   one    another,    takes  the    future    into 
account,  calculates  and  foresees  future  pleasures  and  pain.     It 
is  owing  to  the  ope^i^  that  the  desire  when  conceived  becomes 
movement,  real  action.     The  klvvitlkov  (faculty  of  motion)  is 
connected  with   the   opeKTiKov.     It  is   the  same   as  with  the 
universe:    the   immovable  mover  is  the  good  to  be  obtained 
{irpaKTov  àyaôoi').     Desire  is  at  once  moved  as  regards  the 
good  towards  which  it  tends,  and  mover  as  regards  the  organism 
which  it  moves.    The  organism  can  only  be  moved.    So  also,  in  the 
universal  system,  God  is  the  immovable  mover,  the  firmament 
is  the  movable  mover,  and  the  sublunary  world  is  that  which 
is  moved  but  is  not  a  mover  (De  Anima,  III,  10). 

Theory  of  Pleasure  as  the  Complemeiit  or  Perfection  of  Nonnal 
Activity, 

Aristotle's  theory  of  pleasure  depends  on  his  theory  of 
desire.  A  bemg  has  tendencies  because  its  potentialities  have 
not  reached  complete  actuality.  Pleasure  {riSovri)  corresponds 
to  actuality.  It  cannot  be  separated  from  the  action  which  it 
completes  and  perfects.  Pleasure  is  not,  as  Plato  has  said,  a 
becoming,  it  does  not  increase  with  duration  ;  it  is  a  positive 
state,  a  whole,  not  a  movement  the  successive  stages  of  which 
can  be  followed.  -Wi>a«;myp,  js  a  o.omplate-reahty.  an  end  in 
itself  (evepyeia  koi  réXoç). 

"Now,  the  pleasure  makes  the  exercise  complete  (tcXcioî  Se  rqv 
evépyeiav  yj  rjSovrj),  not  as  the  habit  or  trained  faculty  does,  being  already 
present  in  the  subject,  but  as  a  sort  of  superadded  completeness  (tcA-os 
^7nyLyv6fx€vov)  like  the  grace  of  youth  (olov  Tctç  d/c/xaiotç  yj  wpa).  So 
long,  then,  as  both  the  object  of  thought  or  of  sense,  and  the  perceptive  or 
contemplative  subject  are  as  they  ought  to  be,  so  long  will  there  be 
pleasure  in  the  exercise  "  (Nic.  Ethics,  X,  4). 
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Thus  pleasure  arises  from  the  free  and  unimpeded  exercise 
of  a  faculty  of  the  soul  {Upyeia  rfjç  Kara  (\>vctlv  e^eœç 
àp€fjL7r6Si<rToç)  ;  pain  (XuVi;)  is  the  consciousness  of  an  obstacle 
to  this  perfect  activity.  If  every  sensation  is  either  agreeable 
or  painful,  it  is  because  every  sensation  is  either  favourable  or 
in  conflict  with  a  present  state  which  is  in  accordance  with 

nature. 

From  this  definition  of  pleasure  several  consequences  tollow 
which  are  confirmed  by  psychological  observation.  Pleasure 
being  the  complement  of  activity  cannot  be  set  aside  any  more 
than  the  activity  itself. 

"The  desire  for  pleasure  we  should  expect  to  be  shared  by  all  men, 
seeing  that  all  desire  to  live.  For  life  is  an  exercise  of  faculties  (v  àc  Çiorj 
kvkpy€ia  Tts  «(TTt  ).  ...  But  pleasure  completes  the  exercise  of  faculties, 
and  therefore  life,  which  men  desire.  Naturally,  therefore,  men  desire 
pleasure  too,  for  each  man  finds  in  it  the  completion  of  his  life,  which  is 

desirable How  is  it,  then,  that  we  are  incapable  of  continuous 

pleasure  ?  Perhaps  the  reason  is  that  we  become  exhausted  ;  for  no 
human  faculty  is  capable  of  continuous  exercise.  Pleasure,  then,  also 
cannot  be  continuous,  for  it  is  an  accompaniment  of  the  exercise  of 
a  faculty.  And  for  the  same  reason  some  things  please  us  when  new,  but 
afterwards  please  us  less  "  {Nic.  Ethics,  X,  4). 

"  The  exercise  of  a  faculty  is  increased  by  its  proper  pleasure, 
e,g.  people  are  more  likely  to  understand  any  matter,  and  to  go 
to  the  bottom  of  it,  if  the  exercise  of  it  is  pleasant  to  them. 
Thus,"  those  who  delight  in  geometry  become  geometricians- 
and  understand  all  the  propositions  better  than  others  ;  and 
simUarly  those  who  are  fond  of  music,  or  of  architecture,,  or  of 
anything  else,  make  progress  in  that  kind  of  work,  because 
they  delight  in  it."  But  "  the  exercise  of  a  faculty  is  spoilt  by 
pain  arising  from  it  ;  as  happens,  for  instance,  when  a  man 
finds  it  disagreeable  and  painful  to  write  or  to  calculate,  for  he 
stops  writing  in  the  one  case,  and  calculating  in  the  other, 
since  the  exercise  is  painful  "  {Nic.  Ethics,  X,  5). 

From  the  nature  of  pleasure  it  is  easy  to  see  that  there 
must  be  several  kinds  of  pleasure. 

"  Pleasures  diff-er  in  kind,  since  specifically  different  things  we  believe 

to  be  completed  by  specifically  different  things The  exercises  of  the 

intellectual  faculties  are  specifically  different  from  the  exercises  of  the 
senses,  and  the  several  kinds  of  each  from  one  another  ;  and  therefore 
the  pleasures  which  complete  them  are  also  different  "  (Nic.  Ethics  X,  5). 
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The  divers  living  species  have  respectively  their  character- 
istic actuality  which  corresponds  to  their  essence  and  completes 
their  nature.  For  each  species  there  is  therefore  a  particular 
pleasure  suitable  to  it.  The  special  function  of  man,  the  one 
which  above  all  others  is  proper  to  him,  is  thought.  The 
human  pleasure  par  excellence  is  the  pleasure  of  thought,  the 
mor^t  free  from  all  admixture  of  pain,  the  one  also  that  most 
approaches  permanence.  It  can,  therefore,  only  be  owing  to  a 
corruption  for  which  man  is  responsible,  if  pleasure  is  opposed 
to  virtue.  Pleasure  corresponds  to  perfect  activity.  Virtue  is 
the  highest  perfection  of  our  natural  activity  ;  the  two  terms 
are  identical. 

Analysis  of  the  Fassions. 

Aristotle  distinguishes  the  passions  from  the  primitive 
impulses,  and  from  pleasure  and  pain;  but  he  does  not  treat  the 
passions  in  detail,  except  incidentally,  and  in  connection  with 
rhetoric.  He  gives  a  subtle  analysis  rather  than  an  exact  theory 
of  them  Passion  is  a  movement  of  the  soul  (Kivricric  y^^vx^),  that 
is  to  say,  since  the  soul  is  the  form  of  the  body,  it  is  a  movement 
of  the  body  which  reaches  the  consciousness  of  the  soul.  Passion 
arises  without  reflection,  spontaneously  ;  it  is  at  once  a  lasting 
tendency  towards  certain  types  of  action  (e^iç)  and  a  passive 
state  (TrdOoc).  That  it  is  a  modification  of  the  body  as  well  as 
of  the  soul,  is  sufficiently  proved  by  the  blushing  and  pallor, 
the  heat  and  the   coldness,  and  all  the  organic  disturbances 

which  accompany  it.  .      .  ^ 

Aristotle  places  the  passions  under  two  categories,  m  one  of 
which  pleasure  predominates  (love,  (^tX/a,— courage,  Oapcroç,— 
benevolence,  x«/>'0  ;  i^  the  other  pain,  and  these  are  by  far 
the  most  numerous  (rage,  opyi— hatred,  /x/croç,— fear,  (fyo/ioç,— 
pity,  eXeoç,— j^^st  indignation,  ve/^ecnc—envj,  (pOopoç— shame, 

acVvJ»/»;,— jealousy,  ^^Xoç).  •     •  ,      . 

Each  passion  is  both  a  state  of  the  soul  and  a  principle  of 
action  ;  it  is  an  element  of  the  character.  It  should  be  studied, 
in  the  first  place,  in  him  who  feels  it;  secondly,  in  its  object;  and, 
lastly  in  its  motives,  i/e/xeo-fç,  for  instance,  is  a  painful  feeling 
aroused  by  the  sight  of  the  prosperity  of  those  who  do  not 
deserve  it,  especially  when  this  prosperity  is  not  inherited,  but 
has  been  acquired  by  a  stroke  of  luck.     In  this  case  the  senti- 
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ment  experienced  is  indignation,  its  object  is  ill-acquired 
prosperity,  its  cause  the  unworthiness  of  the  prosperous. 
Aristotle  points  out  the  influence  of  age  on  the  passions. 

"  The  young  are  ardent  but  inconstant,  their  insults  are  mischievous, 
not  malicious.  All  their  errors  are  on  the  side  of  excess  ;  they  are  not 
desirous  of  wealth,  because  they  have  never  yet  experienced  want  ;  they 
are  sanguine  in  their  expectations,  because  they  have  never  yet  met  with 
many  repulses.  And  they  are  high  spirited,  for  they  have  not  as  yet  been 
humbled  by  the  course  of  life.  They  are  likewise  prone  to  pity,  from  their 
conceiving  everyone  to  be  good  and  more  worthy  than  in  fact  he  is.  The 
passions  of  the  old  are  different,  or  at  least  arise  from  different  causes  ; 
they  too,  for  example,  are  prone  to  pity,  but  their  pity  proceeds  from 
fear,  from  the  feeling  that  every  calamity  is  at  hand  to  every  man" 
(Rket.  Bk.  11,  15). 

Aristotle  does  not  regard  the  suppression  of  the  passions  as 
possible  or  desirable.  Well  employed  they  may  be  the 
weapons  of  virtue.  The  sage  does  not  avoid  the  passions, 
for  they  are,  as  it  were,  the  raw  material  of  virtue  ;  he  mode- 
rates them,  philosophizes  with  them  {crvfA(pi\ocro(peï  roîç 
TraOea-i). 

Importance  given  to  the  Psychology  of  the  Passions  after 
Aristotle  :  Theory  of  Theophrastns  :  Opposite  Vicivs  of  the  Peripa- 
tetics and  the  Stoics. 

After  Aristotle,  the  theory  of  the  passions  occupies  an  im- 
portant place  in  Greek  philosophy.  Great  speculative  con- 
structions were  abandoned,  the  main  object  henceforth  was  to 
insure  to  man  an  impregnable  refuge  within  himself.  It  was 
desired  above  all  that  in  those  troubled  times,  whatever  might 
happen,  man  should  preserve  inward  peace.  Sceptics,  Stoics, 
Epicureans,  all  on  different  grounds  teach  à-TraOeia,  and  refuse  to 
regard  passion  otherwise  than  as  the  effect  of  a  disordered  reason. 
The  Peripatetics  alone  upheld  the  traditions  of  Aristotle  :  the 
passions,  they  said,  are  in  conformity  with  nature,  they  are  the 
matter  of  virtue,  which  consists  in  organizing  them  and  in 
bringing  them  into  harmony.  In  all  the  schools  this  question 
is  discussed  :  Are  passions  in  conformity  with,  or  contrary  to 
nature  ?  A  question  which  belongs  more  especially  to  ethics, 
but  could  only  be  solved  through  a  psychology  of  the  passions. 

Even  Theophrastns  (b.c.  372-288),  the  successor  of  Aristotle, 
appears  to  have  had  occasion  to  oppose  the  Peripatetic  to  the 


stoic  theory.    Thought  is  altogether  within  the  soul  the  active 
intellect  is    beyond  and    above    the  soul,  while   desires  and 
passions  have  their  origin   in  corporeal  movements.      These 
movements  are,  however,  only  their  occasional  cause  ;  the  real 
principle  of  passion  is  in  the  soul.     Passion  in  its  turn  re-a*ts 
on   the  body,  modifies   the  elements    of    the  latter,  and    he 
relations  between  them:  pleasure  increases  the  powers  of  the 
body  pain  contracts  them  ;  both  may  go  so  far  as  to  destroy 
consciousness    by  acting    on    the    respiratory  organs.      Pain, 
pleasure,  and  enthusiasm,  by  acting  on  the  vocal  organs,  pre- 
dispose a  man  to  song  and  music.     The  Peripatetics  deny  the 
identity  of  passions,  which  was  held  by   the  Stoics.     If  all 
passions  were  identical,  that  is  to  say  were  only  the  one  and 
the  same  passion,  how  is  it  that,  in  the  first  place,  pleasures 
vary    like    the    activity    to    which    they    correspond;    and 
secondly,  that  simultaneous  sensations  of  pleasure,  mstead  of 
beinc   accumulated,  obstruct   one  another   in   consciousness 
Cicero  expounds  the  theory  of  Zeno  (Acad.  1,  10)  as  against 
that  of  the  Peripatetics,  and,  in  so  doing,  he  merely  conforms 
to  the  traditions  of  the  schools  which  discussed  these  questions. 
"The  old  school  {i.e.the  Peripatetic)  did  not  eradicate  emotion  from 
the  heart  of  a  man,  declaring  it  natural  to  feel  pain  and  desire  and  fear, 
Indtobe  excited  by  pleasure,  but  merely  restricted  these  feelings  and 
bilhtrwithin  narrow  bounds  (sedean  cr^trah^entin  ang^turr^^ 
SrL).   Tl.e  Ancients  maintained  these  emotions  to  be  due  to  nature 
tZS  reason  having  no  share  in  them  («.  ra^^'^Tà:^ 
placed  feeling  in  one  portion  of  the  mmd,  reason  in  another    (Cicero, 

Academics^  I,  10).  **^ 

Stowim      mstvnction  between  the  Impulses  ard  the  Passimis  ;    j 
Pasdon  Ù  a  Corruption  of  Season  ;  Classijkation  of  the  Passimis. 

One  may  say  of  the  Stoic  theory  that  it  is  the  exact  reverse 
of  the  Peripatetic.  According  to  Zeno  all  passions  are  volun- 
tarv  Perturbationes  wluntarias  esse  ptUabat.  They  arise  m 
consequence  of  a  judgment,  of  an  opinion  (opinim^v.  j^^ 
snscepto).  Far  from  being  natural,  they  are  diseases  of  the 
soul  (morW)  (Cic.  Acad.  1,  10).  To  undei^tand  them  aright 
we    must    distinguish    them    from    natural    impulses   {op^<u. 

appetitm). 

«  The  first  impulse  which  an  animal  has  is  to  protect  itself.  •  •  •    N^;»"^ 
has  bound  the  animal  to  itself  by  the  greatest  unanimity  and  affection,  for 
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by  that  means  it  repels  all  that  is  injurious,  and  attracts  all  that  is  akin 
to  it  and  desirable  "  (D.  L.  vii). 

Even  a  plant  has  a  tendency  within  it  in  virtue  of  which  it 
seeks  its  end  ;  but  it  has  no  consciousness  of  its  own  nature. 
In  animals  nature  varies  her  methods.  She  employs  im- 
pulse {opjjLïi)  and  sensation  (aïr^ï/o-tç),  but  as  a  sort  of  luxury  ; 
for  the  impulse  involved  in  the  tendency  to  motion  only 
serves  to  direct  the  animal  towards  the  same  ends  as  those 
at  which  nature  aims.  It  is  a  mistake  to  think,  like  the 
Epicureans,  that  the  first  impulse  is  an  impulse  to 
pleasure.  Pleasure  is  not  primitive,  but  a  supplement,  an 
accident.  Pleasure  arises  when  nature,  by  its  spontaneous 
movement,  has  found  what  is  suitable  to  the  constitution  of  the 
being  (D.  L.  vii,  86). 

In  man  nature  chooses  another  way,  namely,  that  of  reason. 
Eeason  is  the  most  perfect  way  that  nature  could  take  to 
reach  her  highest  goal.  For  man,  to  live  according  to  nature 
is  to  live  according  to  reason.  Reason  is,  as  it  were,  the 
artist,  whose  function  is  to  form  the  impulses  into  a  har- 
monious whole  {re'^virri^  yap  ovroç  eTriyiverai  t^ç  opjuLrjç^  D.  L. 
VII,  86). 

Up  to  this  point  there  is  nothing  contrary  to  nature  in  the 
desires.  But  when  the  opjuirj  or  the  impulses  throw  off  the 
yoke  of  reason,  passion  is  born.  l*assion  is  an  excessive  and 
irrational  desire  ;  op/uLrj  irXeovaTovo-a,  aXoyoç,  aireiOrjç  Xoyca.  The 
Stoics  simplified  Plato's  and  Aristotle's  psychology,  for  they  did 
not  accept  the  theory  that  there  is,  in  the  soul,  one  part 
passion,  and  the  other  pure  reason.  There  is,  they  said,  only 
one  will,  which  is  rational  by  nature,  but  subject  to  weaknesses. 
It  is  reason  herself  (\6yoc)  which  becomes  irrational  (aXoyoç) 
when  she  yields  and  allows  herself  to  be  carried  away  by  the 
excess  of  the  op/mr}.  Passion  is  a  vicious  and  disordered  reason 
(Xoyoç  TTOvtjpoç  Koi.  aKoXacTToç,)  It  derives  its  strength  from 
an  erroneous  judgment.  If  the  judgment  were  correct  there 
would  be  no  passion.  (Omnes  perturhationes  jicdicio  censent  fieri 
et  opinione,  Cic.  Tiisc.  IV,  7.)  But  opinion  is  itself  the  conse- 
quence of  a  weakness,  of  a  consent  forced  from  the  fainting 
soul  {aq-Sevhî  crvyKaTdOea-ic).  As  virtuous  constancy  comes 
from  the  tension,  the  energy  of  the  soul,  so  passion  comes  from 
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a  refaxation  of  it  {àrovla,  acreiveia).  Omnium  perturhaiionum  esse 
matrem  immodcratam  quandam  intemperantiam  (Cic.  Acad,  1, 10). 
It  follows  from  this  that  all  passions  are  bad  ;  pleasure  is  not 
a  good,  pain  is  not  an  evil. 

All  the  Stoics  agree  in  regarding  a  false  judgment  as  the 
principle   of    passion,  but,  as  to   the    interpretation  of    this 
formula  they  are  divided.     According  to  Chrysippus  it  is  the 
false  judgment  itself  (/cpVeiç,  è6y^laTa)  that  is  passion,  and 
gives  rise  to   the   violent    movements   which   follow   passion. 
The  opinion  of  Zeno,  which   was  more  generally  accepted  in 
the  school,  was  that  passion  was  not  the  judgment  itself,  but 
the    disturbance    in    the    soul,    the    state    of    depression,    of 
inflation     or    exaltation    (eTra/xre^c,    o?^eiç,    (rvcTToXal),    which 
follows  in  its  train  (Cic.  Tmc.  IV,  7  ;  Tusc.  Ill,  11).     One  of 
the   curious   results   of   this   Stoic   definition  is   that  passion, 
since  it  presupposes  reason  and  will,  is  peculiar  to  man.     But  in 
order  to  be  in  harmony  with  fact  they  admitted  the  existence 
in  animals  of  something  resembling  passion  (simile  quiddam). 
Animals,  says  Seneca,  have  images  from  which  arise  impetuous 
movements  (impetus)  ;  but  these  outbursts  are  violent,  obscure, 
and  fleeting.     What  is  anger  in  man  is  ferocity  in  the  brute. 

The  Stoic  school  does  not  appear  to  have  considered  the 
relations  between  soul  and  body  in  regard  to  passion  till  a  late 
period  of  its  existence.      Seneca  perceived  that  passion  is  pre- 
ceded and  accompanied  by  certain  organic  movements  which 
are  independent  of  the  will  (heat,  coldness,  blushing,  paleness, 
tears,    etc.).     This  physical    disturbance    is    succeeded    by    a 
corresponding  judgment,  such  as  the  following  :  an  injury  calls 
for  vengeance.       But   this  judgment   owes  its  effective  force 
only  to  a  voluntary  act,  to   the  consent  of   reason  (Seneca, 
De  Ira,  II,  14).    A  natural  movement  becomes  a  passion  when 
exaggerated  by  opinion  and  carried  beyond  its  proper  limits.     Is 
it  no*t  a  fact  that  grief  is  assuaged  much  more  quickly  when  we 
do  not  excite  and  entertain  it  by  endless  meditation  on  the 
greatness  of  the  loss  sustained  ?    In  order  to  know  whether 
passion  exists  or  not,  we  must  not  look  to  external  signs,  to  tears, 
or  trembling  ;   but  ask  whether  reason  has  any  control  or  not, 
for  that  is  the  whole  question  (Seneca,  De  Ira,  II,  2).    Thus  one 
may  find  in  the  sage  a  shadow,  an  image  of  passion,  but  never 
passion  itself.    The  Peripatetics  were  wrong  in  maintaining  that 
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moderate  passions  were  good  ;  one  can  never  know  how  far  a 
passion  may  go  when  once  it  is  let  loose. 

The  Stoics  made  a  systematic  classification  of  the  passions. 
Passions  are  excited,  either  by  what  appears  to  be  good,  or  by 
what  appears  to  be  bad.  But  what  appears  to  be  good  or 
bad  may  belong  either  to  the  present  or  to  the  future.  Hence, 
there  are  four  ruling  passions:  pain,  aegritudo,  Xvirrj,  correspond- 
ing to  a  present  evil;  fear,  metus,  (po^oç,  to  a  future  evil; 
pleasure,  voluptas  or  laetitia,  ^Sov^,  corresponding  to  a  present 
good;  desire,  eiriOu/uiia,  libido,  to  a  future  good.  In  Cicero, 
Diogenes  Laertius,  and  Stobaeus  we  lind  numerous  subdivisions 
of  these  primitive  passions. 

Wisdom  is  opposed  to  passion,  as  health  to  disease.  The 
Stoics,  in  spite  of  their  systematic  consistency,  could  not 
exclude  all  sensibility  from  the  soul  of  the  sage.  They  had  to 
admit  the  existence  of  legitimate  affections,  of  calm  sentiments, 
of  wise  impulses,  which,  far  from  disturbing  the  soul,  are  the 
outcome  of  strength  and  health.  As  the  wise  man  is  in  no 
way  affected  by  the  present  evil  (praesentis  mali  sapienti  affectio 
nulla  est,  Cic.  Tusc.  IV,  6),  there  is  in  him  nothing  corre- 
sponding to  aegritudo.  He  possesses  the  true  good.  In  order 
that  we  may  not  be  disturbed,  it  is  enough  if  our  reason 
refuses  to  regard  as  evil  either  physical  pain  or  the 
accidents  of  life.  But  to  our  blind,  passionate  impulse 
towards  what  appears  to  us  good,  there  corresponds  in  the 
wise  man  a  prudent  and  constant  search  for  the  good.  This  is 
the  will  ^ovXrja-iç,  voluntas  (Id  quod  constanter  prudenterque  fit, 
ejusmodi  appetitionem  Stoici,  ^ovXrjariv,  appellant,  nos  appel- 
lamus  voluntatem,  Tusc.  IV,  6).  As  we  pursue  the  good,  so 
also  we  avoid  evil  by  a  natural  instinct.  This  instinct,  when 
regulated  by  reason,  becomes  caution  (evXd^cia),  which  is 
quite  different  from  fear.  Lastly,  in  place  of  lawless  pleasure 
there  is  a  continuous  calm  and  intelligent  joy  (x«/>«>  gaudium). 
Nam  quum  rations  animus  movetur  placide  atque  constanter, 
turn  illud  gaudium  didtur,  Tusc.  IV,  6). 

These  three  great  classes  of  normal  affections  are  subdivided 
into  species,  in  the  definition  of  which  Diogenes  Laertius 
employs  the  same  expressions  as  in  the  case  of  the  passions, 
only  adding  the  epithet,  rational,  euXoyoç  (X^P^  cTrapa-iç 
euXoyoç), 


Disagreement  between  the  Biscijyles  of  Chrgsippus  and  Zeno 
in  their  Definition  of  the  Passions.  Posidonius  returns  to 
Plato's  Theory.     Semca  and  Galen. 

In  their  definitions,  as  in  their  conceptions  of  passion,  the 
Stoics  were  divided.     For  Zeno  and  his  disciples,  passion  was 
a     disturbance,    a    movement    of    the    soul    {ope^iç,    eKKXicriç, 
êirapa-iç,  crvŒToXr]),  judgment  being  only  an  occasional   cause. 
Chrysippus,  on  the  other  hand,  taught  that  the  principal  fact 
was  the  mental   illusion  ;    passion  is  defined  as   a  false  judg- 
ment ;  its  violence  and  suddenness  is  explained  by  the  novelty 
{irpoacparoc)  of  the  judgment.     Sometimes  Cicero  gives  Zeno's 
account,  as,  for  instance,  when  defining  fear,  he  says;  declinatio 
a  malis  sine  raiione  et  cum  exanimatione  humili  et  fracta  (Tusc. 
IV,  7, 15).    More  frequently,  however,  he  quotes  Chrysippus  or 
his  disciples  :  aegritudo  opinio  recens  (irpocrcparoç)  mali  praesentis 
in  quo  demitti  contrahique  animo  rectum  esse  video tur.    Diogenes 
Laertius,  on  the  contrary,  defines  the  passions  after  the  manner 
of   Zeno:    (p6^o<;  aXoyoç  eKKXicric.      The   school   would   seem 
later    to    have  tried    to    reconcile    these    two    contradictory 
theories.     This  is  how  the  Eclectics  define  fear  :    "  Fear  is  an 
impulse    which    is   opposed    to  reason,   and    caused  ^  by    the 
opinion   that   an   evil    is  imminent"    (e^Xia-iç  àireiOnç   X6y(^, 
aiTLov    S'    avTov    to    So^ai^eiv   kœkov    eirKpepecrOai).       In    their 
description  of  particular  passions   the   Stoics  were  too  often 
content  to   add    to   the    name  of    the    typical  passion    some 
characteristic  which  belongs  either  to  the  object  of  the  passion 
or  to  the  nature  of   the  judgment  implied  in  it,  or  even  to 
the   circumstances    accompanying    it,  or    its   physical   effects. 
Terror  is    a    fear    accompanied   by    an    extinction    of  voice: 
enjoyment  is  a  pleasure  which  charms  the  mind  through  the 
ears,  etc.  (D.  L.  vii,  11 2-11 4). 

The  psychology  of  the  Stoic  school  was  modified  by  an 
independent  member  of  it,  called  Posidonius,  who  taught  at 
Rhodes,  where  Cicero  became  his  disciple  and  Pompey  went  to 
hear  him.  According  to  Posidonius  it  is  not  possible  to 
accept  the  absolute  unity  of  the  human  mind,  or  to  explain 
everything  by  reason.  How  is  it  that  the  wise  man,  who  also 
deems  some  things  desirable,  is  not  subject  to  passion  ?  Is 
passion,  then,  distinct  from  judgment  ?  Why  do  men  who 
resemble  each  other  in  their  way  of  thinking  sometimes  differ 
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so  profoundly  as  regards  the  influence  of  passion  upon  them  / 
Posidonius  returned  to  the  Platonic  division  of  the  soul  and 
sought  the  principle  of  the  passions  in  the  two  inferior  parts  of 
the  soul  (Ou/uLoç,  e-TriOviJLia).  This  explains  the  fact  that  certain 
animals  have  passions,  that  the  violence  of  a  passion  depends 
on  the  state  of  the  body,  and  that  time  may  by  itself  calm  and 
weaken  passion.  The  lower  parts  of  the  soul  being  intimately 
united  to  the  body,  and  worn  out  and  exhausted  by  their  own 
agitation,  allow  themselves  to  be  more  and  more  guided  by 
reason,  just  as  a  horse,  tired  out  by  his  own  struggles,  allows 
himself  to  be  guided  by  his  rider  (Galen,  de  Hipp,  et  Plat. 
IV,  5-V,  1). 

According  to  this  theory,  between  which  and  that  of  the  Stoics 
the  minds  of  men  were  divided  in  ancient  times,  passion  does  not 
spring  up  in  the  mind  to  descend  into  the  body,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  begins  in  the  body  and  in  the  lower  parts  of  the  soul, 
which  are  closely  united  to  the  body.  Even  Seneca,  in  the  De 
Ira,  recognizes  the  influence  of  temperament  on  the  passions. 
It  is  the  amount  of  warmth  in  the  organism  that  is  the  cause  . 
of  anger,  which  arises  out  of  the  heating  of  the  blood  in  the  region 
of  the  heart.  Women  and  children,  having  humid  constitutions, 
are  less  violent  in  their  anger.  In  middle  age,  when  the  dry 
element  predominates,  anger  rises  quickly  but  does  not  last, 
because  there  is  a  rapid  transition  from  the  hot  to  the  cool 
stages.  In  old  age  heat  decreases,  and  anger  gives  place  to 
persistent  ill- temper.  The  great  physician,  Galen  (about 
150  A.D.)  agrees  with  Plato  and  Posidonius  as  to  the  three  parts 
in  the  soul,  and  attributes  passion  to  the  irrational  soul.  As 
regards  the  question  whether  passion  is  passive  or  active 
(evepyeiai  or  TrdOrj)  Galen  observes  that  the  two  terms  are  not 
mutually  exclusive  :  action  in  one  part  of  the  soul  may  pro- 
duce a  passive  state  in  another,  and  even  in  the  active  part,  if 
the  action  is  excessive.  If  the  beating  of  the  heart  is  ex- 
aggerated to  the  point  of  becoming  palpitation,  the  heart 
suffers.  As  actions  of  the  two  lower  parts  of  the  soul,  the 
passions  are,  then,  in  a  sense,  conformable  to  nature.  But  if 
they  go  beyond  this  limit  they  may  disturb,  not  only  the 
whole  body,  but  reason  itself.  In  no  case  is  it,  as  the  Stoics 
declared,  reason  departing  from  its  own  nature  and  becoming 
its  own  contrary,  i.e.  irr,ational. 
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Epicurus:    Pleasure  the  Absence  of  Pavn  :    Pleasures  of  the 
Mhid  and  Pleamres  of  the  Body  :    Theory  of  Desire. 

The   Stoic    theory   of   pleasure  remained  somewhat  vague. 
The    animal   tends  to    self-preservation  and   desires  what    is 
proper  to  its  constitution,  and  by  obeying  this  earliest  natural 
Instinct    it   discovers  pleasure.     Pleasure  is   therefore  not  a 
primitive  fact,  but  an  accessory,  or  result.     It  would  seem  that 
even  on  this  hypothesis  pleasure  must  still  be  desirable,  if  not 
in   itself,  at  least  as   corresponding    to    the    perfection  of  a 
natural  activity.     Nevertheless,  Cleanthes   would    not    grant 
that  pleasure  was  conformable  with  nature,  and  all  the  Stoics 
maintained  that  pain  was  not  an  evil,  and  could  not  disturb  the 
happiness  of  the  wise  man.      According  to  Epicurus,  on  the 
contrary,  the  love   of  pleasure  is  a  primitive  mstmct  which 
gives  the  impulse  to  activity  and  determmes  its  end. 

«Every  animal  the  moment  that  it  is  born  seeks  for  pleasure  and 
rejoices  in  it  as  the  chief  good  ;  and  rejects  pain  as  the  chief  evil,  and 
wards  it  off  from  itself  as  far  as  it  can  ;  and  it  acts  in  this  manner 
without  having  been  corrupted  by  anything,  under  the  promp  mg  of 
nature  herself,  who  forms  this  incorrupt  and  upright  judgment  (Cic.  de 
Fin.  I,  9). 

What  then  is  pleasure  ?     Aristippus  and  Plato  had  taught 
that  pleasure  was  a  movement,  a  becoming.    Aristotle  had  said, 
on    the    contrary,    ovk    ^cttcv   ovSe^^a    h^ovn    yevea.,.   pleasure 
mi-ht  no  doubt,  be  preceded  by  a  movement,  but  m  itselt  it 
coiTesponds  to  the  act  which  it  completes,  and  consists  less  m 
movement  than  in  repose  {h^ovh  f^aXXov  eu  r,pe^.ca  ,  ev  ..,^^., 
Nie  Eth  )      Epicurus  was  mindful  of  Aristotle  s  doctrine.     He 
distinguishes    two    kinds    of    pleasure  :    one,  calm,  persistent 
lasting,  that  is,  pleasure  in  repose,  which  is  freedom  from  all 
physical  pain  and  from  all  mental  unrest  ;  the  other,  lively  and 
fleeting,  pleasure  in  movement,  which  is  excited  in  us  by  the 
titillation  of  the  flesh  {h^ovh  ev  aracrei,  rjSovn  ev  Kiv^jcrec).      The 
true  pleasure  is  pleasure  in  repose,  constitutive  pleasure  (/cara- 
cTTfifjLaTuaiy     Pleasure  in  movement  is  only  a  means  employed 
by  nature  to  reach  her  end,  which  is  the  absence  of  pain.     The 
limit  of  the  greatness  of  pleasures  is  the  removal  of  everything 
that    can    give   pain.       ""O/aoç    rod    f^eyeOovc    rœv    rjèovœv  ^ 
iravTOÇ  rod  aKyovvTO<s  v-jre^aipecric  "  (D.  L.  X,  139). 


1 J 

'■'e 


<•' 


t 


270 


THE  PEOBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


The  consequence  of  this  psychological  theory  is  that  there  is 
no  intermediate  state  between  pleasure  and  pain. 

"  Epicurus  would  not  admit  that  there  was  any  intermediate  state 
between  pleasure  and  pain  ;  for  he  insisted  that  the  very  state  which 
seems  to  some  people  the  intermediate  one,  when  a  man  is  free  from  every 
sort  of  pain,  is  not  only  pleasure,  but  the  highest  sort  of  pleasure  .  .  .  He 
thinks  that  the  highest  pleasure  consists  in  an  absence  of  all  pains  ;  so 
that  pleasure  may  afterwards  be  varied,  and  may  be  of  diffei-ent  kinds, 
but  cannot  be  increased  or  multiplied  "  (Cicero,  de  FinibuSy  I,  11).  ovk 
èîrai'^CTat   .    .   .    ttAAa  fxovov  TToiKiWerai  (Ep.  ap,  D.  L.  X.  144). 

Such  was  the  novel  idea  of  Epicurus.  If  only  pain  be 
absent  we  enjoy  all  the  pleasure  that  is  possible.  The  ^Sovrj  eV 
Kivï)cr€i  can  only  vary,  pass  into  the  ^Sovrj  Karaa-ri^/jiaTiKri,  and  is 
a  useless  luxury. 

As  ideas  are  formed  by  the  recollection  of  past  sensations, 
so  the  pleasures  of  the  mind  are  the  remembrance  of  pleasures 
of  the  body,  accompanied  by  the  hope  that  they  will  recur. 

"  For  I  do  not  know  what  I  can  consider  good  if  I  put  out  of  sight  the 
pleasures  of  eating  and  drinking,  and  of  love,  and  those  which  arise  from 
music,  and  from  the  contemplation  of  beauty  "  (D.  L.  Ch.  X.  5).  The 
origin  and  root  of  all  good  is  the  pleasure  of  the  stomach  (Athenaeus, 
XII,  6,  7). 

But  the  originality  of  Epicurus  lies  in  his  having  first 
reduced  the  pleasures  of  the  mind  to  the  remembrance  or 
anticipation  of  pleasures  of  the  body,  and  then  declared  that 
the  former  are  greater  than  the  latter. 

"For  with  the  body  we  are  unable  to  feel  anything  which  is  not 
actually  existent  and  present,  but  with  our  mind  we  feel  things  past  and 
present"  (Cic.  de  Fin.  I,  17). 

Thus  the  soul  may  rise  above  the  present  pain  ;  it  may 
enjoy  life  as  a  whole,  and  also  pleasures  that  are  past  but 
capable  of  being  recalled.  Epicurus  complained  that  men  were 
ungrateful  to  life.  He  desired  them  to  drive  away  the 
momentary  suffering  by  all  the  pleasant  memories  they  have 
stored  up,  and  to  free  the  mind  from  actual  pain  by  occupying 
it  with  former  joys  and  future  hopes.  This  teaching  is  con- 
firmed by  the  psychology  of  pain.  The  only  primitive  pains 
are  bodily  ones.  Pleasure  being  the  sovereign  good  and  re- 
ducible to  the  absence  of  pain,  it  necessarily  follows  that  pain 
is  the  greatest  of  evils.  Fortunately,  by  a  kind  of  favour  of 
nature  : 
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"  If  the  pain  is  excessive  it  must  needs  be  short Suffering  of 

long  continuance  has  more  pleasure  in  it  than  uneasiness"  (Cic.  Tv^.  II 

^^"  Pain  does  not  abide  continuously  in  the  flesh.  .  .  .  Long  diseases  have 
in  them  more  that  is  pleasant  than  painful  to  the  flesh"  (Ep.  apud  D.  L. 
X.  140). 

It  is  therefore  always  open  to  man  to  be  happy  and  free. 
"  If  a  wise  man"  says  Epicurus,  "  were  to  be  burned  or  put  to 
torture,  or  even  if  he  were  in  Phalaris's  bull,  he  could  say  : 
How  sweet  it  is  !     How  little  do  I  regard  it  !  "  (Cic.  Tmc.  II, 
7)      The  Epicurean  theory  of  passion  is  connected  with  this 
theory  of  pleasure.     Pleasure  is  the  absence  of  pain.     This 
stable  pleasure  may  be  varied  but  cannot  be  increased  by 
active  pleasure.    We  have  therefore  attained  the  end  of  nature 
when  we  are  free  from  all  pain.     Nature  is  not  exacting,  she 
does  not  plunge  men  into  the  trouble  of  passion.     Epicurus 
distinguishes  three  sorts  of  desires.     The  first  are  natural  and 
necessary  (hunger  and  thirst,  etc.).     The  second  natural  but  not 
necessary  (love,  family).     The  third  are  neither  natural  nor 
necessary  (wealth,  honour)  ;   they  arise  out  of   false  opinion 
To  be  happy  it  is  enough  to  be  able  to  satisfy  the  desires  that 
are  natural  and  necessary. 

"  Nature  demands  only  things  easy  to  find  ;  things  rare  and  exceptional 
are  useless,  except  for  excess  and  vanity.  Bread  and  water  are  an 
admirable  dish  to  a  hungry  and  thirsty  man  "  (D.  L.  x). 

The  wise  man  may  marry  under  certain  circumstances,  but 
he  will  never  be  the  dupe  of  the  Ulusions  of  love.  As  for 
'  superfluous  desires,  they  will  vanish  with  the  false  opinions  on 
which  they  rest.  Thus,  for  quite  other  reasons  and  m  quite 
different  ways,  through  timidity  and  weakness  rather  than  by 
strength  of  mind,  the  Epicurean,  like  the  Stoic,  practises 
à-TrâOeia  (impassiveness). 

Neo-Platonism  :  The  Soul  only  participates  indirectly  in 
Pleasure  and  Passion. 

In  the  Neo-Platonic  school,  the  theories  concerning  the 
emotions  were  dominated  by  metaphysical  considerations. 
Plotinus  was  anxious  to  reconcile  pleasure,  pain,  and  the  passions, 
with  the  impassiveness  of  spiritual  substances  (airadua  twv 
i^u,nàra>v).     The  soul,  even  when  acting  on  the  body,  has  its 
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own  independent  life,  remains  altogether  within  itself.  What 
is  incorporeal  is  subject  to  no  passivity  ;  those  who  speak  of  a 
passive  part  of  the  soul,  forget  that  the  soul  is  a  formal  cause 
(eîSoç),  and  consequently  inaccessible  to  disturbance  or  passion. 
What  then  is  the  explanation  of  pleasure,  pain,  and  all  the 
emotions  ?  xVccording  to  Plotinus  the  body  alone  is  affected  ; 
the  soul  merely  perceives  what  takes  place  in  the  body.  When 
we  experience  a  bodily  pain  or  pleasure,  these  states  are  in  the 
body  and  in  the  (pvcrtç,  the  principle  of  animal  life  ;  but  the 
soul  has  a  passionless  perception  of  them.  When  we  perceive 
that  our  body  is  becoming  separated  from  our  soul,  pain  arises. 
When  we  perceive,  on  the  other  hand,  that  our  body  is  more 
closely  united  to  our  soul  we  feel  pleasure.  The  soul  is  in  the 
body  like  fire  in  the  heated  and  illumined  air.  Pleasure  and 
pain  are  those  conditions  of  the  body  in  which  it  is  filled  with 
the  rays  of  the  soul.  It  is  the  same  with  sensuous  desire.  The 
body  alone  would  be  inert,  the  soul  by  itself  has  no  sensuous 
desires.  A  movement  arises  in  the  body,  in  consequence  of 
which  a  desire  springs  up  in  the  lower  part  of  the  soul  (cpvcric) 
which  is  connected  with  the  body,  and  this  desire  awakens  in 
the  superior,  the  real  soul,  images  by  which  it  is  either  satisfied 
or  repressed.  Passion  has  sometimes  also  its  starting  point 
in  the  soul.  Anger  always  implies  a  disturl)ance  of  the  blood 
and  of  the  bile,  but  this  organic  disturbance  is  sometimes  a 
starting  point  and  sometimes  a  consequence,  and  is  caused  in 
the  soul  by  the  idea  of  injustice.  Thus  feelings  and  desires 
that  are  purely  spiritual  may  be  awakened  in  the  soul,  such  as 
joy,  the  desire  for  knowledge,  and  the  love  of  beauty,  which 
prepare  us  for  the  pure  contemplation  of  the  true. 

St.  Augustine  :  Pleasure  and  Fain.  TJiomas  Aquinas  :  The 
Irascible  and  Concupiscent  Impulses  ;  Love  the  Principle  of  all 
the  Passions. 

The  Christian  philosophers,  one  of  whose  characteristic 
doctrines  was  contempt  of  our  sensible  nature  and  the  morti- 
fication of  the  flesh,  were  more  inclined  to  condemn  the 
emotions  than  to  study  them.  St.  Augustine  accepts  the 
Neo-Platonic  view.  The  soul  is  independent  of  the  body,  which 
cannot  act  upon  it.  It  is  the  soul  which  in  the  body  acts  on  itself. 
When  there  is  a  change  in  the  relations  between  the  corporeal 
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elements,  the  soul  perceives  it  and  reacts  upon  it  in  order  to  bring 
the  impression  into  harmony  with  its  own  regulative  activity. 
If  to  accomplish  this,  only  a  feeble  effort  is  required,  the  soul 
experiences  pleasure.  If,  on  the  contrary,  the  resistance  is  too 
great  and  the  effort  too  violent,  pain  arises.  Pain  is  therefore 
not  a  proof  of  the  passivity  of  the  soul,  for  it  arises  from 
excessive  activity.  If  the  soul  is  frequently  conquered  by 
passion,  it  is  because  it  has  lost  its  true  nature  through  the 
corruption  of  sin. 

The  most  important  and  most  scientific  theory  of  the 
emotions,  belonging  to  the  middle  ages,  was  that  of  Aquinas. 
Here  as  elsewhere  he  owes  much  to  Aristotle,  but  he  also 
contributed  observations  entirely  his  own.  Like  the  Cartesians 
later,  he  referred  the  passions  to  the  body,  at  least  so  far  as 
the  depressing  passions  are  concerned. 

Passio  cum  abjectione  non  est  nisi  secundum  transmutationem 
corporalem  ;  unde  passio  proprie  dicta  non  potest  competere  animae, 
nisi  per  accidens    {Summa  theol.  1%  2^  Quest.  XXII,  Art  I). 

These  depressing  passions  are  more  deserving  of  the  name  of 
"  passion  "  than  those  which  are  elevating  : 

Quando  hujusmodi  transmutatio  Jit  in  deterius,  nmgis  proprie 
habet  rationem  passionis  quam  quando  fit  in  melius  ;  unde  tris- 
titia  magis  proprie  est  passio  quam  laetitia. 

In  his  classification  of  the  passions  Aquinas  divides 
them,  in  the  first  place,  into  two  great  types  :  the  concupiscent 
and  the  irascible.  The  concupiscent  appetite  arises  when  an 
object  presents  itself  simply  sub  ratione  boni,  as  a  cause  of 
pleasure  or  pain.  It  has  reference  solely  to  the  good,  or  what 
we  regard  as  such.  The  irascible  appetite  arises  when  the 
object  "presents  itself  sub  ratione  ardui,  and  refers  to  obstacles 
which  hinder  us  from  the  attainment  of  good  or  the  avoidance 
of  evil.      The  particular  passions  are  classified  as  follows  : 

(1)  The  Concupiscent  Appetites.  (2)  The  Irascible  Appetites. 

Love-Hatred.  Hope— Despair. 

Desire— Aversion.  Courage— Fear. 

Joy— Sadness.  '  ^^ger. 

In  the  first  place,  an  object  excites  in  us  either  love  or  hatred, 
according  as  it  is  suitable  or  repugnant  to  our  nature.  Love 
gives  birth  to  desire,  hatred  to  aversion  ;  and  we  feel  joy  or  sad- 
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ness  according  to  the  success  of  our  efforts.  So  much  for  the 
concupiscent  appetite.  As  for  the  irascible  appetite,  if  the 
obstacles  which  separate  us  from  a  good  can  be  surmounted, 
we  experience  hope;  in  the  contrary  case,  despair.  When 
threatened  by  an  evil  which  we  are  able  to  avert,  we  feel 
courage.  In  face  of  an  inevitable  evil  we  feel  fear.  An  evil 
which  has  befallen  us  may  excite  anger,  if  vengeance  or  resist- 
ance are  still  possible,  but  when  the  desired  good  is  attained  we 
feel  no  passion  corresponding  to  this  anger. 

Aquinas  next  considers  the  different  forms  and  degrees 
of  these  master  passions.  We  find  in  his  works  many 
scholastic  divisions  and  definitions  ;  but  there  are  also  many 
truths  which  succeeding  philosophers  remembered.  He  makes  a 
distinction  between  amor,  which  is  love  based  on  sensuous  desire; 
dilectio,  in  which  reason  and  will  have  a  part  ;  and  finally, 
mritas,  which  is  love  in  the  highest  or  Christian  sense  of 
the  word.  In  connection  with  hatred,  he  remarks,  like  Aris- 
totle, that  it  owes  its  existence  entirely  to  love,  and  if  it  seems 
to  be  more  violent  it  is  only  by  a  pure  illusion.  Again,  like  his 
master,  he  regards  activity  as  the  chief  source  of  joy.  He 
distinguishes  two  kinds  of  fear  :  one  which  arises  from  a  feeling 
of  personal  weakness,  the  other  from  the  idea  of  an  invincible 
power  in  the  object.  To  the  first  class  belong  segnities,  the  fear 
of  work  ;  ervhescentia,  the  fear  of  failure  ;  verecundia,  the  fear 
of  deserved  blame.  The  second  class  includes  admiration 
{admiratio),  amazement  (shipor),  and  terror  (agonia). 

To  these  divisions  and  sub-divisions  he  occasionally  adds 
profound  remarks.  Love  is  at  the  root  of  all  the  passions. 
It  underlies  every  form  of  the  concupiscent  appetite, 
and  without  love,  without  this  natural  impulse  towards  the 
good,  there  would  be  no  effort  required  to  turn  away  from 
evil,  there  would  be  no  irascible  impulse.  The  irascible 
passions  may  be  mixed  with  the  concupiscent,  and  may  sup- 
plement them.  It  is  thus  hope  that  causes  effort  to  arise 
out  of  desire  and  brings  about  the  satisfaction  of  the  soul. 
Fear  adds  to  aversion  a  feeling  of  depression.  We  fear 
sadness  much  more  than  we  desire  joy.  We  feel  much  more 
acutely  the  deprivation  of  a  good  than  the  pleasure  of  the 
desired  possession.  The  emotions  that  imply  a  positive  desire 
do  not  disturb  the  vital  motion  (vitalis  motio),  unless  they  are 
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carried  to  excess  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  those  by  which  we 
are  turned  away  from  an  evil  that  we  fear  tend  to  weaken  the 
vital  flow.  For  this  reason  all  kinds  of  sadness  are  injurious 
to  the  body. 

Renaissance  :  Revival  of  the  Epicurean  Doctrine.  Cardan 
and  Montaigne. 

The  Epicurean  theory,  which  had  been  forgotten  in  the  middle 
ages,  reappeared  at  the  Renaissance.  "  According  to  Cardan, 
good  things  please  us  the  more  when  they  come  after  the  less 
good  ;  and,  conversely  ;  thus,  light  after  darkness,  the  sweet  after 
the  bitter,  harmony  after  discord.  For  every  joy  and  every 
pleasure  must  necessarily  lie  in  a  sensation.  Now,  every 
sensation  implies  a  change,  and  every  change  is  from  one 
opposite  to  another.  If  it  is  from  good  to  evil  the  result  is 
sadness,  if  it  is  from  evil  to  good  the  result  is  pleasure.  Evil 
must  therefore  have  preceded.  Who  takes  pleasure  in  eating 
unless  he  is  hungry,  in  drinking  without  being  thirsty  ?  It  is 
a  curious  thing  to  note  that  Cardan's  inference  from  this 
theory  is  directly  opposed  to  that  of  Epicurus.  He  declared 
that  we  must  seek  as  much  as  possible  the  causes  of  suffering, 
80  as  to  experience  in  their  cessation  the  largest  sum  of 
pleasure.  If  we  are  to  believe  his  biography,  Cardan  seems  to 
have  made  his  life  conformable  to  this  singular  precept,  which 
would  lead  to  asceticism  by  way  of  a  refinement  of  voluptuous- 
ness "  (Léon  Dumont,  Théorie  Scientifique  de  la  Sensibilité). 

It  is  not  easy  to  discover  in  Montaigne's  writings  any  pre- 
cise doctrine  concerning  the  emotions.  He  would  seem, 
however,  to  have  shared  the  views  of  Epicurus. 

"  Our  well-being  is  but  the  privation  of  ill-being.  That  is 
why  the  sect  of  philosophy  which  has  set  most  value  on 
pleasure  also  placed  it  in  indolence.  To  endure  no  ill  is  the 
highest  we.U-being  that  man  can  hope  for.  Now,  this  same 
tickling  and  pricking  which  a  man  feels  in  certain  pleasures 
and  which  seems  to  some  far  beyond  mere  health  and 
indolence — this  active  and  moving  pleasure  and  as  I  may 
term  it  itching  and  tickling  pleasure,  aims  but  at  indolence  " 
{Essais,  II,  XII). 

Many  other  passages  might  be  cited  in  which  the  spirit,  if 
not  the  doctrine,  of  Epicureanism  re-appears. 
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"  I  am  seized  by  the  worst  of  maladies,  the  most  sudden,  the  most 
painful,  the  most  deadly,  the  most  incurable.  Of  these  attacks  I  have 
already  endured  five  or  six,  and  they  were  long  and  painful.  Yet,  either 
I  am  mistaken,  or  there  is  in  such  a  state  that  which  will  give  support  to 
one  whose  soul  is  free  from  the  fear  of  death,  free,  too,  from  the  threats, 
conclusions,  and  consequences  with  which  medicine  doth  disturb  our 
minds." 

Montaigne  does  not,  however,  seem  to  rely  much  on  the 
recollection  of  past  pleasures  as  a  means  of  mitigating  the 
present  pain. 

"  For  not  only  to  a  strict  philosopher,  but  simply  to  any  settled  man 
when  he  by  experience  feeleth  the  burning  alteration  of  a  hot  fever,  what 
current  payment  is  it  to  pay  him  with  the  remembrance  of  the  sweetness 
of  Greek  wine  "  ? 

And    as    for    trying    to    forget    past    evils,    "Nay,"    says 
^  Montaigne,  "there  is  nothing  so  deeply  imprinteth  anything 
in  our  remembrance  as  the  desire  to  forget  the  same." 

Summary:  Contradictions  and  Relative  Agreement  of  the 
Doctrines  set  forth. 

It  must  be  admitted  that,  so  far,  we  have  not  found  much 

harmony  between  the  psychological  theories  of  the  emotions  held 

by  different  philosophers.     For  Aristippus  pleasure  was  merely 

a  bodily  movement.     For  Epicurus  this  titillation  of  the  Hesh 

was   only   a    means    or    antecedent    of    true    pleasure   which 

consists  in  the  absence   of   pain.      For    Plato,   Aristotle,   and 

even   the  Stoics   pleasure  implies   desires   and   an   ideal,  and 

accompanies  normal  activity.    The  Pyrrhonists  and  Epicureans 

would  do  away  with  the  passions,  which  they  regard  as  only 

false    opinions.       Plato,   Posidonius,   and    Galen    taught    that 

passion    arises    out    of    the   irrational    element    in    the    soul, 

whereas  the  Stoics  held  that  passion  was  reason  degenerated 

into  unreason.    Christian  philosophers  taught  that  the  principle 

of  passion  was  in  the  body,  in  the  flesh,  of  which   the  soul 

through    sin    has   became   the   slave.       But   the    majority   of 

philosophers,  having  first  inveighed  against  the  disturbance  and 

disorder  of  a  soul  that  is  no  longer  mistress  of  herself,  do  at 

least  some  justice  to  the  emotions.     Plato  only  demands  that 

the  iTriOviixla  be  subject  to  the  Ovfxoç,  and  the  Ou^oç  to  the  podç  ; 

Aristotle  opposes  the  ^Ooç  to  the  -TrdOoç  ;   the  Stoics  the  con- 

stantiae,  eowaOeiai,  the   hkppy  and  constant   dispositions  of  a. 


soul  regulated  by  reason,  to  the  passions  properly  so  called. 
Even  Christians  regard  the  love  of  God  and  charity  as 
legitimate  emotions.  These  points  of  agreement  as  well  as 
these  divergencies  of  opinion  are  instructive.  Each  theory  is 
supported  by  facts,  that  are  sometimes  exaggerated  and 
insisted  on  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others,  but  which  would 
not  be  neglected  in  any  complete  theory.  We  shall  now 
examine  the  doctrines  of  the  great  Cartesian  school. 

Descartes'  Physiological  Theory  of  the  Passions  :  Classification 
of  the  Passions  :   Theory  of  Pleasure, 

Descartes  defines  the  body  as  extension,  the  soul  as  thought. 
Extension  and  thought  have  nothing  in  common.  I  can 
conceive  one  without  the  other  ;  therefore  the  things  of  which 
they  are  the  essential  attribute  are  absolutely  distinct.  If 
to  the  body  a  soul  is  joined,  what  will  happen?  The  soul 
is  united  to  the  whole  of  the  body,  but  it  has  its  principal  seat 
and  exercises  its  functions  in  the  small  pineal  gland.  The 
result  of  this  union  is  that  the  soul  receives  within  itself  as 
many  different  impressions,  that  is  to  say,  it  has  as  many 
different  perceptions  as  there  are  different  movements  in  this 
gland.  Everything  that  arises  in  the  soul  on  occasion  of  the 
movements  in  the  body  might  be  called  passion.  But,  in 
order  that  the  meaning  of  this  word  may  be  precise,  it  is  better  to 
restrict  it  to  those  "  perceptions,  sentiments,  or  emotions  of  the 
soul  which  are  particularly  referred  to  it,  and  are  caused, 
sustained,  and  strengthened  by  some  motion  on  the  part  of 
the  spirits  "  {Pass,  ai),  such  as  joy,  sadness,  and  anger. 

Passion  in  the  soul  corresponds  to  purely  mechanical  action 
in  the  body.  The  sheep  that  flees  from  the  wolf  is  not  afraid,' 
animals  being  automata,  yet  everything  takes  place  as  if  it 
were  a  prey  to  the  most  lively  terror.  Man  is  afraid  when 
his  body  is  in  the  same  condition  as  the  body  of  the  sheep 
before  the  wolf  ;  the  man  and  the  sheep  are  both  automata, 
but  the  man  has  a  soul,  into  which  is  translated  under  the 
form  of  a  passion  certain  movements  of  the  machine. 

"  The  ultimate,  immediate  cause  of  the  passions  is  merely  the  disturb- 
ance by  which  the  animal  spirits  set  the  small  gland,  which  is  in  the 
middle  of  the  brain,  in  motion.  It  is  therefore  an  error  to  place  the 
seat  of  the  passions  in  the  heart.  No  doubt  the  passions  cause  some 
disturbance  to  be  felt  in  the  heart,  but  this  is  through  the  medium  of  a 
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small  nerve  which  descends  from  the  brain  to  the  heart,  just  as  stars 
are  perceived  in  the  sky  through  the  medium  of  their  light  and  our 
optic  nerves  ;  so  that  it  is  no  more  necessary  that  our  soul  should 
exercise  immediately  its  functions  in  the  heart  in  order  to  feel 
passions,  than  it  is  necessary  for  it  to  be  in  the  sky  in  order  to  see  the 
stars"  {Passions^  I,  31,  33). 

Passion  depends  so  much  on  the  machiner}'  of  the  organism, 
that  a  slight  modification  in  the  construction  of  the  machine  is 
enough  to  transform  a  passion.  "  The  same  impression  made 
on  the  gland  by  a  terrifying  object  may  arouse  fear  in  some  men, 
and  excite  courage  and  boldness  in  others  ;  the  reason  of  which 
is  that  all  brains  are  not  made  alike,  and  that  a  move- 
ment of  the  gland  which  excites  fear  in  some,  will  in  others 
cause  the  spirits  to  penetrate  into  the  pores  of  the  brain, 
whence  they  descend,  some  into  the  nerves  through  which  we 
move  our  hands  in  defence,  and  some  into  those  which  stir 
the  blood  and  drive  it  to  the  heart  in  the  way  required  for 
the  production  of  the  spirits  necessary  to  the  continuance  of 
this  defence,  and  for  the  sustenance  of  the  will  "  {Ibid.  I,  39). 
Thus  Descartes  does  not  hold  with  the  Stoics  that  passion  is 
reason  perverted  into  unreason,  nor,  with  Plato,  that  it  is  a 
revolt  of  the  irrational  part  of  the  soul. 

"  We  have  in  us  only  one  soul,  and  there  is  in  this  soul  no  diversity  of 
parts.  The  sensitive  and  the  rational  soul  are  one  and  the  same,  and  all 
its  appetites  are  volitions.  The  mistake  of  making  it  play  divers  parts, 
which  are  usually  conflicting,  arises  from  the  fact  that  its  functions  have 
not  been  clearly  distinguished  from  those  of  the  body,  to  lohich  alone  must 
he  attributed  all  that  is  noticeable  in  us  as  repugnant  to  our  reason  "  {Ibid. 
I,  47). 

Having  explained  how  the  passions  arise,  Descartes  attempts 
to  classify  and  enumerate  them.  His  principle  of  division  is 
founded  on  two  observations. 

The  first  is  that  "All  our  passions  may  be  excited  by  objects  that 
move  the  senses,  and  that  these  objects  are  the  most  usual  and  chief 
causes  of  passion."  The  second  is  that  "Objects  that  move  our  senses,  excite 
different  passions,  not  by  reason  of  the  diversity  in  them,  but  solely 
by  reason  of  the  divers  ways  in  which  they  may  injure  or  profit  us,  or 
are  in  general  of  importance  to  us"  (Ibid.  II,  51,  52). 

These  objects  are  innumerable,  but  they  only  effect  us  in  a 
certain  number  of  ways,  which  depend,  so  to  speak,  on  what  they 
can  do  for  us.     It  is  these  different  ways  in  which  objects  affect 
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US  that  w^e  have  to  determine.     Descartes    distinguishes    six 
simple  and  primitive  passions — admiration,  love,  hatred,  desire, 
joy  and  sadness.     In  this  classification  the  novel  idea  of  placing 
admiration  at  the  head  of  the  passions  is  noticeable.     With 
admiration  are  connected  esteem  and  contempt,  generosity  or 
pride,  humility  or  meanness,  veneration  or  disdain.      "  When  a 
thing  appears  to  us  as  good   for  us,  that  is  to  say  as  being 
suitable  to  our  nature,  this  makes  us  feel  love  for  it,  and  when 
it  appears  to  us  as  bad  or  injurious,  our  hatred  is  excited  "  (Ibid. 
II,  56).     From  the  same  consideration  of  good  or  evil,  arise 
all    the   other    passions,    and,    before   all    else,   desire,   which 
refers  to  the  future.      Out  of   desire    spring    the   secondary 
passions— hope,  fear,  jealousy,  confidence,  despair,  irresolution, 
courage,  boldness,  emulation,  cowardice,  terror,    and  remorse. 
The  two  last  primitive  passions  are  joy  and  sadness,  with  which 
are  connected  derision,  envy,  compassion,  self-satisfaction  and 
repentance,  favour  and  gratitude,  indignation  and  anger,  shame 
and  glory,  disgust,  regret,  and  joyfulness.     Having  enumerated 
the  passions,  Descartes  studies  them  in  detail,  analyzes  them 
one  after  the  other,  explains  their  causes,  and  describes  their 
characteristics  and  their  effects  as  regards  the  soul  and  the 
body.     In  his  remarks  we  find  a  curious  medley  of  psycho- 
logical observations,  which  are  sometimes  very  ingenious,  and 
physiological    fictions     which     provide    a    solution    for    every 

difficulty. 

In  his  definition  of  joy  and  sadness  are  to  be  found 
Descartes'  theory  of  pleasure  and  pain.  "  Tota  nostra  voluptas 
posita  est  tantum  in  perfectionis  alicujus  nostrae  conscientia," 
he  writes  to  the  Princess  Elizabeth.  "  All  our  pleasure  lies  in 
our  consciousness  of  some  perfection  in  ourselves." 

"Joy  is  an  agreeable  emotion  of  the  soul  which  consists  in  its 
enjoyment  of  a  good  which  the  impressions  of  the  brain  represent  to  it 
as  being  its  own  "  {Ibid.  II,  91). 

"  Sadness  is  an  unpleasant  state  of  languor  caused  by  the  discomfort 
which  the  soul  experiences  from  an  evil  or  a  defect  which  the  impressions 
of  the  brain  represent  as  belonging  to  it  "  (Ibid.). 

Thus  through  their  different  movements  the  animal  spirits 
are  the  occasional  causes  of  the  passions  of  joy  and  sadness  ; 
but  joy  and  sadness  themselves  consist  in  the  consciousness  of 
some  perfection  or  imperfection. 
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'VjTie  reason  why  pain  usually  produces  sadness  is  that  the  feeling  we 
call  pain  always  comes  from  some  action  which  is  so  violent  that  it  shocks 
the  nerves  ;  so  that  pain  being  instituted  by  nature  for  the  purpose  of 
informing  the  soul  of  the  injury  received  by  the  body  through  this  action, 
and  of  the  weakness  of  the  body  in  that  it  was  unable  to  resist  ihe  injury, 
the  body  conveys  to  the  soul  that  both  this  weakness  and  the  injury 
received  are  evils,  and  always  disagreeable  to  it  "  (II.  94). 

This  theory  of  pleasure  and  pain  is  what  might  be  expected 
of  a  philosopher  who  defined  soul  as  thought. 

rThe  Use  and  Dangers  of  the  Fassions. 
Descartes  does  not  condemn  the  passions,  on  the  contrary 
he  declares  that  they  are  intrinsically  good. 

"  The  use  of  all  the  passions  lies  solely  in  that  they  incline  the  soul  to 
will  the  things  that  nature  tells  us  are  useful,  and  to  persist  in  this  will  ; 
just  as  the  same  agitation  of  the  spirits  which  habitually  causes  them, 
disposes  the  body  for  movements  which  serve  to  the  execution  of  these 
things"  {Pass.  II,  52).  "The  utility  of  all  the  passions  lies  solely  in  that 
they  strengthen,  and  cause  to  last  in  the  mind,  thoughts  which  it  is  good 
for  it  to  preserve,  and  which  might  otherwise  easily  be  effaced  from  it  " 
(II,  74).  "  We  must  observe  that  according  to  the  institution  of  nature 
the  passions  are  all  connected  with  the  body,  and  are  found  in  the  soul 
only  inasmuch  as  it  is  joined  to  the  body  ;  so  that  their  natural  use  is  to 
induce  the  soul  to  consent  to  and  contribute  actions  which  may  serve  to 
preserve  the  body,  or  make  it  in  some  way  more  perfect  "  (II,  77). 

But  if  the  passions  are  naturally  good  they  also  have  their 
dangers.  In  the  tirat  place,  there  are  many  things  which  cause  no 
sadness  at  the  beginning,  and  even  give  us  joy,  and  which  yet  are 
injurious  to  the  body;  and  there  are  others  which  are  useful  to  the 
body,  although  at  first  disagreeable.  Secondly,  the  passions  almost 
always  exaggerate  goods  or  evils,  in  such  a  way  as  to  incite  us  to 
seek  the  one  and  fly  the  other  with  much  more  eagerness  than 
is  proper  ;  just  as  we  see  animals  frequently  deceived  by  snares, 
and  in  avoiding  small  evils  fall  into  greater  ones  (Ibid.  II,  138). 
Descartes  shows  how  the  soul  can  struggle  against  the  excess 
of  passions.  They  cannot  be  suppressed  all  at  once  ;  for,  by 
acting  on  the  heart  they  disturb  all  the  blood  and  the  animal 
spirits,  so  that  until  this  emotion  has  ceased  they  remain 
present  to  our  thought,  in  the  same  way  as  sensible  objects  are 
present  to  it  while  they  act  on  our  organs  of  sense.  But  the 
soul  may  at  least  always  arrest  the  etfects  of  passion,  suspend 
the  actions  to  which  it  is  prompted  ;  and  it  may  find  distraction 
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in  other  thoughts,  until  time  and  calm  have  entirely  exhausted 
the  disturbance  of  the  blood  (III,  211).    The  soul  can  do  more 
it  can  excite  or  suppress  the  passions,  if  not  by  a  direct  act  ot 
volition,  at  least  by  dwelling  on  ideas  calculated  to  awaken  or 
destroy  them. 

"  Our  passions  cannot  be  directly  excited  or  removed  by  the  action  of 
our  will,  but  indirectly  they  can-through  the  representation  m  the  mind 
of  things  which  are  usually  connected  with  the  passions  which  we  desire 
to  have,  and  which  are  contrary  to  those  we  would  reject.  Thus,  if  we 
wish  to  excite  courage  in  ourselves  and  to  get  rid  of  fear,  it  is  not  enough 
to  have  the  will  ;  we  must  set  ourselves  to  consider  the  reasons,  objects, 
or  examples  which  would  persuade  us  that  the  danger  is  not  great  ;  that 
there  is  more  safety  in  defence  than  in  flight,  etc."  {Art.  45). 

Finally,  we  can  even  go  further.     Between  the  movements 
of  the  body  and  the  thoughts  of  the  soul  there  is  a  natural 
correspondence,  and  it  is  this  correspondence  which  threatens 
man  with  the  slavery  of  passion.     But  man  has  the  power  of 
altering  this  correspondence  ;  he  can,  through  habit,  affect  the 
relations  of  soul  to  body,  and  join  any  thought  he  wishes  to 
any  movement  of  the  pineal  gland.     Owing  to  this  power,  man 
may   become    once  more  master  of  himself,  since,  mstead   of 
obeying  nature,  he  creates  within   himself    a  second   nature. 
"  Although  each  movement  of  the  gland  appears  to  have  been 
joined  by  nature  to  each  of  our  thoughts  from  the  beginmng  of 
our  life,  it  is  possible,  nevertheless,  through  habit  to  join  them 
to  other  thoughts"  (Ibid.  I,  50),  "and  such  is  the  connection 
between  the  soul  and  the  body  that  when  we  have  once  jomed  a 
certain  bodily  act  to  a  certain  thought,  the  one  will,  in  the 
future,  never  occur  without  the  other"  (Ibid.  II,  136). 

To  sum  up  :  before  there  can  be  passion  the  body  must  inter- 
vene, there  must  be  motion  of  the  animal  spirits  ;  but  regarded 
from'  the  point  of  view  of  the  soul,  passions  are  thoughts,  judg- 
ments. To  understand  Descartes'  theory  of  the  emotions 
rightly  we  have  to  distinguish  in  them  three  degrees.  In  the 
lowest  degree  passion  arises  in  the  soul  from  a  disturbance  m 
the  blood  and  in  the  animal  spirits  ;  the  thoughts  are  imme- 
diately imposed  upon  the  soul  by  the  body,  the  states  of 
which  they  express.  In  the  second  degree  passion  commences 
with  judgment,  and  is  caused  by  the  action  of  the  soul,  which 
sets  itself  to  conceive  certain  objects.     The  soul  is  now  no 
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longer  obliged  to  express  the  body  ;  the  terms  may  even  ba 
reversed,  and  the  body  may  be  said  to  express  the  soul  by  its 
movements.  Thus  there  is  a  passion  that  corresponds  to 
virtue  ;  generosity,  for  example,  is  virtue  manifesting  itself  in 
the  body  :  it  is  right  notions,  or  the  moral  principles  strength- 
ened by  the  movement  of  the  animal  spirits.  It  is  virtue 
becoming  a  passion,  which  is  excited  by  a  movement  made  up  of 
admiration,  joy,  and  love  (Ibid.  II,  153-160.)  Lastly,  there  are 
emotions  which  are  purely  spiritual. 

"  I  say  that  these  emotions  {love  and  hatred)  are  caused  by  the  spirits, 
in  order  to  distinguish  love  and  hatred, — which  are  passions  and  depend 
on  the  body, — both  from  those  judgments  which  incline  the  soul  to  unite 
herself  voluntarily  to  the  things  she  deems  good,  and  from  the  emotions 
which  these  judgments  by  themselves  excite  in  the  soul." 

Purely  intellectual  joy  comes  to  the  soul  through  its  own 
action  alone.  It  is  its  enjoyment  of  the  good  which  appears 
to  the  understanding  as  its  own.  "  Now  good  and  evil 
depend  principally  on  the  inward  emotions  which  are  excited 
in  the  soul  by  the  soul  ;  and  therein  they  differ  from  those 
passions  which  depend  always  on  some  movements  of  the 
spirits.  And  although  these  emotions  of  the  soul  are  often 
joined  to  passions  which  resemble  them,  they  may  also  exist 
with  others  and  even  arise  from  their  contraries"  (II,  147). 
These  purely  spiritual  passions  correspond  to  the  eviraSelai  of 
the  Stoics,  and  may  serve  to  make  the  latter  theory  compre- 
hensible. 

Spinoza  applies  the  Mathematical  Method  to  the  Study 
of  the  Fassions,  The  Three  Primitive  Fassions  and  their 
Composites  :    Intellectual  Love. 

Spinoza  was  not  satisfied  with  Descartes'  theory  of  the 
passions.  In  his  opinion,  Descartes  accomplishes  nothing 
beyond  displaying  the  acuteness  of  his  own  great  intellect 
(Eth.  Part  III,  Pref.). 

"  I  shall  therefore  treat  of  the  nature  and  strength  of  the  emotion» 
according  to  the  same  method  as  I  employed  heretofore  in  my  investiga- 
tions concerning  God  and  the  mind.  I  shall  consider  human  actions  and 
desires  in  exactly  the  same  manner  as  though  I  were  concerned  with 
lines,  planes,  and  solids  "  (Ibid.). 

It  would  be  interesting  to  follow  Spinoza's  deduction  step 
by  step,  to  analyze  hi»  demonstrations,  to  see  whether  no  new 
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idea  is  introduced  into  them,  whether  he  really  does  always 
proceed  a  priori,  whether  he  always  accurately  analyzes  the 
facts  which  he  observes  with  so  much  perspicacity,  whether 
he  does  not  sometimes  trace  to  some  complicated  process 
passions  that  arise  spontaneously  in  the  soul.  Here,  however, 
we  can  do   no   more  than  give  the  principal  features  of  his 

doctrine. 

-    Spinoza   commences  with  a  definition   of   what   he  under- 
stands by  passivity  and  activity. 

"  I  say  that  we  act  when  anything  takes  place,  either  within  us  or 
externally  to  us,  whereof  we  are  the  adequate  cause  ;  that  is,  when 
through  our  nature  something  takes  place  within  us  or  externally  to  us, 
which  can  through  our  nature  alone  be  clearly  and  distinctly  understood. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  say  that  we  are  passive  as  regards  something  when 
that  something  takes  place  within  us,  or  follows  from  our  nature 
externally,  we  being  only  the  partial  cause"  {Eth.  Part  III,  Def.  II). 

Spinoza,  like  Descartes,  defines  the  soul  as  thought,  as  a 
succession  of  ideas.  The  soul  acts,  therefore,  in  so  far  as  it  has 
adequate,  that  is,  clear  and  complete  ideas  ;  and  in  so  far 
as  it  has  inadequate  ideas  it  suffers  certain  passions  {Ibid. 
Part  III,  Prop.  I).  Nevertheless,  like  Descartes,  he  connects 
passion  with  bodily  movement. 

"Emotion,  which  is  called  passivity  of  the  soul,  is  a  confused  idea, 
whereby  the  mind  affirms  concerning  its  body,  or  any  part  thereof,  a 
force  for  existence  {eodstendi  vis),  greater  or  less  than  before,  and  by  the 
presence  of  which  the  mind  is  determined  to  think  of  one  thing  rather 
than  another  "  {Ibid.  Part  III). 

Like  Descartes,  too,  he  makes  passion  a  pure  mode  of 
thought,  but  he  adds  something  to  his  master's  theory.  As 
indicated  in  the  second  part  of  the  definition,  passion  is 
accompanied  by  a  movement  of  thought,  a  tendency:— Leib- 
nitz's appetitio,  the  transitio  ad  novas  perceptiones.  For 
Spinoza  derives  all  the  passions  from  desire.  What,  then, 
is  desire  ?  Every  particular  being  is  a  mode  of  the  absolute 
substance,  that  is,  of  the  infinite  power  by  which  God  is  and 
acts.  Infinite  activity  being  the  reality  of  all  particular 
beings,  they  contain  within  themselves  nothing  which  could 
destroy  them.  "Nothing  can  be  destroyed  except  by  a 
cause  external  to  itself.  This  proposition  is  self-evident,  for 
the  definition  of  anything  affirms  the  essence  of  that  things 
but  does  not  negative  it  "  {Ibid.  Part  III,  Prop.  IV). 
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If  every  being  participates  in  the  divine  power,  and  is 
active  in  the  same  measure  as  it  is  real,  and  if  it  contains 
nothing  within  itself  to  destroy  its  existence,  it  follows  that 
everything  strives,  as  far  as  it  lies  within  its  power,  to  per- 
severe in  its  own  being,  and  that  this  effort  is  the  actual 
essence  of  the  thing  itself,  and  does  not  involve  limited,  but 
indefinite  time  (Book  III,  Props.  VI,  VII,  VIII).  This  is 
Spinoza's  main  principle;  let  us  now  consider  its  conse- 
quences. 

"  The  mind,  both  in  so  far  as  it  has  clear  and  distinct  ideas,  and  also  in 
so  far  as  it  has  confused  ideas,  endeavours  to  persist  in  its  being  for  an 
indefinite  period,  and  of  this  endeavour  it  is  conscious"  {Prop.  IX).  "  This 
endeavour,  when  referred  solely  to  the  mind,  is  called  will^  when  referred 
to  the  mind  and  body  in  conjunction,  it  is  called  appetite.  It  is,  in  fact, 
nothing  else  than  man's  essence,  from  the  nature  of  which  necessarily 
follow  all  these  results  which  tend  to  its  preservation,  and  which  man  has 
thus  been  determined  to  perform.  .  .  .  Desire  is  appetite  with  conscious- 
ness thereof.  It  is  thus  plain  from  what  has  been  said  that  in  no  case  do 
we  strive  for,  wish  for,  long  for,  or  desire  anything  because  we  deem  it 
to  be  good,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  we  deem  a  thing  to  be  good  because 
we  strive  for  it,  long  for  it,  or  desire  it  "  (Prop.  IX,  note). 

The  soul  is  the  idea  of  the  human  body.  Between  these 
two  terms  there  is  an  exact  parallelism,  a  real,  pre-established 
harmony. 

"  Since  the  first  element  that  constitutes  the  essence  of  the  mind  is  the 
idea  of  the  human  body  as  actually  existing,  it  follows  that  the  first  and 
chief  endeavour  of  our  mind  is  the  endeavour  to  affirm  the  existence  of 
our  body  {Prop.  X). 

The  effort  of  the  mind  to  persevere  in  its  being  thus 
necessarily  involves  an  effort  to  maintain  and  strengthen  the 
body  which  is  its  object,  without  which  it  would  not  be. 
"Whatsoever  increases  or  diminishes,  helps  or  hinders  the 
power  of  activity  in  our  body,  the  idea  thereof  increases  or 
diminishes,  helps  or  hinders  the  power  of  thought  in  our  mind" 
{Prop.  XI).  Hence  arises  the  effort  of  the  mind  to  imagine 
the  things  which  increase  the  body's  power  of  action  and  to 
repel  thoughts  that  will  prevent  or  diminish  it.  The  tendency 
to  persevere  in  being  does  not  seem  to  imply  an  effort  needed 
to  escape  from  an  evil  state  and  seek  a  better  one.  Spinoza 
arbitrarily  introduces  into  his  theory  of  desire  the  idea  of 
design.     There  is  a  striving  after  the  most  perfect  existence. 


the    highest   reality  ;   an   effort   not    only    to    repel    all    that 
diminishes  life,  but  to  attain  all  that  increases  and  enriches  it. 

When  the  soul  reaches  a  greater  perfection  it  feels  joy,  when 
it  reaches  a  lesser  perfection,  sadness.  Perfection  and  reality 
are  the  same  thing.  Spinoza  proves  that  from  these  three 
passions,  joy,  sadness,  and  desire,  all  the  others  can  be  derived. 

"  Love  is  nothing  else  but  pleasure  accompanied  hy  the  idea  of  an  extenial 
cause:  Hate  is  nothing  else  but  pain  accompanied  hy  the  idea  of  an 
external  cause.  He  who  loves  necessarily  endeavours  to  have  and  to- 
keep  present  to  him,  the  object  of  his  love  ;  while  he  who  hates  endeavours 
to  remove  and  destroy  the  object  of  his  hatred"  {Prop.  XIII,  note). 

We  cannot  here  follow  the  details  of  this  deduction.  We 
may  however,  remark  that  the  principal  springs  of  this 
mechanical  process  are  the  association  of  ideas,  imagination. 

and  sympathy. 

1.  Effects  of  the  association  of  ideas. 

"  If  we  conceive  that  a  thing,  which  is  wont  to  affect  us  painfully,  has 
any  point  of  resemblance  with  another  thing  which  is  wont  to  affect  us. 
with  an  equally  strong  emotion  of  pleasure,  we  shall  hate  the  first  named 
thing  and  at  the  same  time  we  shall  love  it  "  {Prop.  XVII). 

2.  Effects  of  imagination. 

"A  man  is  as  much  affected  pleasurably  or  painfully  by  €he  i^iage  of  a. 
thing  past  or  future  as  by  the  image  of  a  thing  present  "  {Prop.  XVIII). 

3.  Effects  of  sympathy. 

«  Bv  the  very  fact  that  we  conceive  a  thing,  which  is  like  ourselves  and 
which  we  have  not  regarded  with  any  emotion,  to  be  effected  with  any 
emotion,  we  are  ourselves  affected  with  a  like  emotion"  {Prop.  XXVIi). 

In  this  way  Spinoza  accounts  for  commiseration,  emulation,, 
benevolence,  and  also,  by  means  of  an  ingenious  demonstration, 
envy      "If  we  conceive  that  anyone  takes  delight  m  some- 
thing which  only  one  person  can  possess,  we  shall  endeavour 
to  bring  it  about  that  the  man  in  question  shall  not  gam 
possession  thereof  "  (Prop.  XXXII).     Proof:  '' From  the  mere 
fact  of  our  conceiving  that  another  person  takes  delight  m  a 
thina  we  shall  ourselves  love  that  thing  and  desire  to  take 
delight   therein   (Prop.   XXVII).     But  we  assumed  that  the 
pleasure  in  question  would  be  prevented  by  another  s  delight 
in   its   object:   we   shall   therefore   endeavour  to  prevent  his 
possession  thereof  "  (Prop,  XXVIII).    "  We  thus  see  that  from 
the  same  property  of  human  nature  whence  it  follows  that. 
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men  are  merciful  it  follows  also  that  they  are  envious  and 
ambitious  "  {Prop.  XXXIII,  note).  Spinoza  also  explains  by 
sympathy  the  secret  bitterness  mixed  with  the  false  pleasures 
of  hatred  and  vengeance.  "Joy  arising  from  the  fact  that 
anything  we  hate  is  destroyed,  or  suffers  other  injury,  is 
never  unaccompanied  by  a  certain  pain  in  us  "  (Prop.  XLVII). 
Proof  :  "  This  is  evident  from  Frop.  XXVII.  For,  in  so  far 
as  we  conceive  a  thing  similar  to  ourselves  to  be  affected  with 
pain,  we  ourselves  feel  pain." 

The  same  mechanical  process  explains  how  it  is  that  passions 
eonflict  and  interfere  with,  or  combine  and  are  added  to  one 
another. 

"  I  think  I  have  thus  explained,  and  displayed  through  their  primary 
causes,  the  principal  emotions  and  vacillations  of  spirit  which  arise  from 
the  combination  of  the  three  primary  emotions,  to  wit,  desire,  pleasure, 
and  pain.  It  is  evident,  from  what  I  have  said,  that  we  are  in  many 
ways  driven  about  by  external  causes,  and  that  like  waves  of  the  sea 
driven  by  contrary  winds,  we  toss  to  and  fro  unwitting  of  the  issue  and 
of  our  fate  "  (Frop.  LIX,  note). 

Although  Spinoza  holds  in  general  with  Descartes  that 
every  passion  corresponds  to  a  state  of  the  body,  yet,  like 
Descartes  also,  he  recognizes  the  existence  of  a  higher  emotion, 
which  corresponds  to  the  mind  s  own  special  activity.  "  Besides 
pleasure  and  desire,  which  are  passivities  or  passions,  there  are 
other  emotions  derived  from  pleasure  and  desire  which  are 
attributable  to  us  in  so  far  as  we  are  active  "  {Frop.  LVIII). 
The  soul,  inasmuch  as  it  possesses  adequate  ideas,  tends  to 
persevere  in  its  own  being.  In  this  case,  desire  is  pure  action, 
in  which  sadness  has  no  place.  The  adequate  idea  is  the 
highest  degree  of  our  active  power,  and  sadness  being  that 
which  diminishes  or  hinders  the  mind's  power  of  thought,  no 
-affection  of  sadness  can  reach  the  mind,  in  so  far  as  it  is 
active. 

There  remain  now  only  two  primitive  emotions:  cupiditas 
and  laetitia,  desire  and  joy,  and  of  these  there  are  two  forms, 
strength  of  mind  and  generosity.  Strength  of  mind  is  the 
desire  by  which  each  person  endeavours,  from  the  dictates 
of  reason  alone,  to  preserve  his  own  being.  Generosity  is  a 
reasoned,  virtuous  sympathy,  which  induces  us  by  means  of  the 
dictates  of  reason  alonp,  to  endeavour  to  assist  other  men,  and 
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bind  them  to  ourselves  in  friendship  To  change  inadequate  and 
confused  ideas  into  adequate  ideas,  and  thus  to  make  the  desire 
and  joy  that  spring  from  the  activity  of  the  soul  alone  take 
the  place  of  passion  properly  so  called,  thereby  eliminating  all 
sadness,  is,  through  the  vision  of  things  under  the  form  of 
eternity,  to  emancipate  oneself  from  the  bondage  of  passion,  to 
live  in  God,  and  to  find  in  the  intellectual  love  of  Him  happi- 
ness and  virtue,  which  are  identical. 

Malebranche:  Development  of  the  Freceding  Ideas;  Fassions 
and  Impulses  ;  Classification  of  Desires. 

Malebranche's  theory  of  the  passions  bears  a  great  re- 
semblance to  that  of  Spinoza.  Like  Spinoza,  he  applies  the 
rational  method,  and  reduces  the  passions  to  three  primitive 
forms.  And  he  follows  both  Descartes  and  Spinoza  in  making 
the  passions  depend  on  the  body,  w^hile  holding,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  existence  of  a  pure  emotion  higher  than  those  bodily 
passions,  an  intellectual  love,  the  love  of  God.  But  Male- 
branche went  more  deeply  into  these  theories  and  developed 
them  further. 

For  Descartes  the  soul  was  one,  and  all  that  was  irrational 
in  us  was  explained  by  the  action  of  the  body  alone.  The 
passions,  properly  so  called,  arise  out  of  a  disturbance  in  the 
animal  spirits.  The  soul  escapes  slavery  only  because  it  is 
able,  in  the  first  place,  to  modify  through  its  judgments  the 
movements  of  the  pineal  gland,  and  consequently  the  passions  ; 
and  secondly,  to  lead  an  entirely  spiritual  life.  This  theory 
was  developed  by  Spinoza.  The  soul  is  passive  because  it  is 
limited  in  its  being,  because  everything  that  is  in  it  is  not 
explained  by  its  own  nature,  because  it  is  the  idea  of  a  body 
which  is  affected  by  all  other  bodies.  The  cause  of  passion 
is  also  in  another  sense  external  to  the  soul  :  it  is  meta- 
physical. But  for  that  very  reason  passion  depends  on  the 
nature  of  the  soul,  on  the  limitations  of  its  essence. 

With  Descartes  feeling  has  not,  so  to  speak,  any  special 
principle  ;  it  is  a  pure  mode  of  thought  :  in  Spinoza  the 
tendency  to  persevere  in  being  ultimately  appears  as  a  general 
law,  in  virture  of  which  every  idea  involves  affirmation. 
Malebranche  seeks  in  the  soul  itself  a  principle  which  may 
account    for    its     movements.       He    believes    in    an    original 
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tendency  and  derived  impidses.  With  his  master,  he  explains 
the  passions  by  a  physiological  cause,  but  he  makes  them 
depend  on  these  impulses,  and  hence  on  the  normal  activity  of 
the  soul  and  hence  on  the  action  of  God.  Finally,  he  finds 
the  reason  of  their  excess  and  danger  in  a  corruption  of  our 
original  nature. 

His  method  is  the  same  as  that  of  Spinoza.  He  admits  that 
introspection  has  a  certain  value,  but  declares  that  it  cannot  be 
an  adequate  or  scientific  method. 

"  If  our  nature  were  not  corrupt,  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  seek  to 
discover  by  means  of  reason,  as  we  are  about  to  do,  what  must  be  the 
natural  incHnations  of  created  minds  ;  we  would  only  have  to  look  into 
ourselves,  and  we  should  discover  by  our  inner  sense  of  what  takes  place 
within  us,  all  the  incHnations  that  jnust  be  natural  to  us.  But  because 
we  know  by  faith  that  sin  has  reversed  the  natural  order,  and  because  our 
reason  itself  tells  us  that  our  inclinations  are  disordered,  we  are  obliged 
to  find  some  other  means"  {Reck,  de  la  Vér.  I,  IV,  Oh.  I,  §  1). 

We  must  through  reason  discover  what  our  true  nature  is. 
This  nature  we  shall  find  in  the  action  of  God  in  us.  God  can 
only  have  Himself  for  his  principal  end,  but,  as  a  secondary  end. 
He  may  have  the  preservation  of  created  beings,  because  they 
all,  in  different  degrees,  participate  in  his  perfection. 

"Since  the  natural  inclinations  of  minds  are  certainly  continuous 
impressions  from  Him  Who  created  and  preserves  them,  these 
inclinations  must,  as  I  think,  be  in  every  way  similar  to  those  of  their 
Creator  and  Preserver.  They  can,  therefore,  naturally  have  no  other 
principal  end  than  His  glory,  and  no  other  secondary  end  but  their  own 
preservation,  and  the  preservation  of  others,  but  this  always  with  a  regard 
to  Him  who  gave  them  being  "  {Ihid.  I,  IV,  Ch.  I,  §  2). 

This  being  the  case,  the  principle  of  all  particular  inclina- 
tions must  be  the  love  of  God  for  Himself,  for  again  it  is  His  own 
perfection  that  He  loves  in  His  creatures.  "  As  there  is  pro- 
perly speaking  only  one  love  in  God,  and  as  it  is  through  this 
love — since  God  can  only  love  things  as  in  relation  to  Himself — 
that  God  can  love  things,  so  God  only  impresses  on  our  souls 
one  love,  which  is  the  love  of  the  good  in  general,  and  we  can 
love  nothing  unless  it  be  through  this  love,  since  we  can  love 
nothing  that  is  not,  or  appears  not  to  be  good.  The  principle 
of  all  our  love  for  particular  things  is  the  love  of  the  good  in 
general,  because  this  is  our  will  ;  for  will  is  nothing  else  than 
the  continual  impress  ©f  the  Author  of  nature,  which  inclines 


the  mind  of  man  towards  the  good  in  general"  (Ibid.  IV, 
Ch.  I,  §  3).  Thus,  whatever  our  inclinations  may  be,  their 
true  principle  and  object  is  God. 

Malebranche  classifies  our  particular  inclinations  under  three 
principal  ones.  The  first  is  curiosity,  that  is,  that  uneasiness  of 
the  will  which  makes  us  seek  all  that  is  new  in  the  hope  of 
finding  the  desired  satisfaction.  This  uneasy  curiosity  has  its 
dangers,  but 

"  It  is  most  suitable  to  our  condition  ;  for  it  is  infinitely  better  to  seek 
anxiously  truth  and  happiness  which  we  do  not  possess,  than  to  remain  in 
a  state  of  false  repose,  content  with  the  lies  and  false  goods  with  which 
most  men  are  satisfied." 

The  second  inclination  which  the  Author  of  our  nature 
impresses  unceasingly  on  our  will  is  the  love  of  ourselves  and 
of  our  own  preservation. 

"We  have  already  said  that  God  loves  all  His  works,  that  it  is  by 
this  love  alone  that  they  are  preserved,  and  that  He  wishes  all  created 
spirits  to  have  the  same  desires  as  Himself.  He  wishes  them  therefore 
all  to  have  a  natural  desire  for  their  own  preservation  and  happiness, 
and  to  love  themselves  "  {Ibid.  Ch.  V,  §  1). 

Self-love  includes  the  love  of  greatness  and  of  pleasure,  the 
love  of  being  and  of  well-being.  Through  the  love  of  greatness, 
we  seek  power  and  independence.  "  We  desire  in  a  manner 
to  have  necessary  being,  we  wish  in  a  sense  to  be  like  gods." 
In  the  love  of  pleasure  we  desire  not  only  being  but  well- 
being,  "since  pleasure  is  the  thing  that  is  best  and  most 
agreeable  to  the  soul  :  I  say  expressly,  pleasure  as  pleasure." 
Greatness  and  independence  consist  usually  in  our  relation  to 
the  things  around  us,  but  "pleasures  are  in  the  soul  itself. 
They  are  real  modes  of  it,  and  by  their  own  nature  are  capable 
of  satisfying  it." 

Malebranche  rejects  the  paradoxes  of  the  Stoics.  "We 
must  state  things  as  they  are  ;  pleasure  is  always  a  good,  pain 
is  always  an  evil',  but  it  is  not  always  to  our  advantage  to 
enjoy  pleasure,  and  it  is  sometimes  to  our  advantage  to  suffer 
pain"  (Bk.  IV,  Ch.  X,  §  1).  For  what  is  pleasure?  ''It  is 
the  sign  of  the  good.  Whatever  causes  pleasure  is  certainly 
much  to  be  loved  and  very  good  "  (Ibid.  §  2). 

It  is  not  the  objects  we  feel  that  really  act  on  us,  since 
bodies  cannot  act  on  minds  ;  nor  is  the  soul  itself  the  cause  of 
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the  pleasure  or  pain  it  feels  on  the  occasion  of  these  objects; 
for  if  the  feeling  of  pain  depended  upon  the  soul,  it  would 
never  feel  any  pain  :  "  God  alone  has  the  power  to  act  on  us 
and  to  make  us  feel  pleasure  and  pain."  But,  "  usually  we 
should  only  do  good  to  anyone  in  order  that  he  may  do  a 
good  action  or  as  a  reward  for  such  an  action  ;  and  we  should 
usually  cause  anyone  to  suffer  an  evil  only  in  order  to 
prevent  him  from  doing  wrong,  or  to  punish  him  for  having 
done  so.  Thus  since  God  always  acts  in  accordance  with  order 
and  with  the  rules  of  justice,  every  pleasure  as  instituted  by 
Him  either  impels  us  to,  or  rewards  us  for,  some  good  action, 
and  every  pain  either  deters  us  from,  or  punishes  us  for,  some 
bad  action." 

Whether  it  be  ancedent  pleasure  exciting  us  to  action, 
or  pleasure  which  results  from  action,  pleasure  is  always 
a  mark  of  the  good,  the  sign  of  a  perfection.  How,  then,  is 
it  that  there  are  pernicious  pleasures  ?  In  the  first  place, 
it  is  because  there  are  actions  which  are  good  in  one  sense 
and  bad  in  another.  In  the  second  place,  as  we  say  that 
a  thing  is  a  cause  of  an  effect  when  the  one  is  always 
accompanied  by  the  other,  so  we  imagine  that  it  is  sensible 
objects  that  are  acting  on  us,  and  we  separate  ourselves  from 
God,  Who  alone  is  capable  of  causing  pleasure,  in  order  to 
unite  ourselves  to  some  vile  creature. 

"  Since  every  pleasure  is  a  reward,  it  is  an  injustice  on  our  part  to 
produce  in  our  bodies  movements  which  oblige  God,  in  consequence  of 
His  first  will  or  of  the  universal  laws  of  nature,  to  make  us  feel  pleasure 
w^hen  we  do  not  deserve  it.  God  being  just,  it  cannot  but  happen  that 
He  will  punish  us  some  day  for  having  forced  His  will  by  obliging  Him 
to  reward  by  pleasure  crimes  committed  against  Him." 

Our  third  natural  affection  is  that  which  we  feel  for  those 
with  whom  we  live,  and  for  all  the  objects  surrounding  us. 
"  In  order  to  understand  the  causes  and  effects  of  these  natural 
affections,  you  must  know  that  God  loves  all  His  works  and 
unites  them  closely  one  with  another  for  their  mutual 
preservation." 

"  Lest  this  afi'ection  should  be  stifled  by  self-love,  He  has  caused  us  to 
be  so  bound  up  with  all  that  surround  us,  and  principally  with  beings  of 
the  same  species  as  ourselves,  that  their  misfortunes  naturally  afflict 
us,  and  their  joys  give  us  joy,  and  their  greatness,  or  humiliation,  or 
abasement  seems  to  increase  or  diminish  our  own  being." 
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Such,  then,  is  Malebranche's  theory  of  the  affections. 
His  view  of  the  passions  closely  resembles  that  of  Descartes. 
The  occasional  cause  of  passion  is  always  a  movement  of 
the  animal  spirits.  The  mind  of  man  has  two  essentially 
different  relations.  As  pure  spirit  it  is  essentially  united 
to  the  Word  of  God,  to  Sovereign  Eeason  ;  as  a  human  spirit 
it  has  an  essential  relation  to  the  body.  Our  natural  affections 
are  all  those  movements  of  the  soul  which  are  common  to  us 
and  to  pure  intelligences.  Passions  are  all  the  emotions  which 
the  soul  feels  naturally,  on  occasion  of  abnormal  movements  of 
the  spirits  and  the  blood.  These  passions  are  inseparable  from 
the  affections.  Man  is  capable  of  a  sensible  love  or  hatred, 
only  because  he  is  capable  of  a  spiritual  love  or  hatred. 
God,  the  principle  of  all  movement,  is  the  principle  of  the 
movement  of  the  passions.  It  is  impossible  to  conceive  any 
direct  or  reciprocal  action  between  thought  and  extension, 
between  spirit  and  body. 

Without  a  disturbance  of  the  animal  spirits  and  of  the  blood 
there  is  no  passion.  But  Malebranche  does  not,  any  more  than 
Descartes,  pretend  that  every  passion  begins  necessarily  with 
a  movement  in  the  body  ;  this  only  happens  in  cases  when  the 
passion  is  excited  by  confused  feelings,  and  when  the  mind 
does  not  perceive  the  good  or  the  evil  which  is  the  cause  of 
the  passion. 

In  all  other  cases  the  following  seven  elements  can  be 
discerned  in  every  one  of  our  passions  : 


tt  1  o 


r.  The  act  of  judgment  made  by  the  mind  with  regard  to  the  object, 
or  rather  the  confused  or  distinct  perception  of  the  relation  of  the  object 
to  ourselves  ;  2°.  An  actual  determination  of  the  movement  of  the  will 
towards  this  object,  assuming  the  latter  to  be  or  to  appear  a  good  ;  3°.  A 
feeling  of  love,  or  aversion,  of  desire  and  joy  or  of  sadness  ;  4°.  A  further 
determination  of  the  course  of  the  spirits  and  of  the  blood  in  the  direction 
of  the  external  and  internal  parts  of  the  body  ;  5".  The  sensible  emotion 
of  the  soul,  which  feels  itself  disturbed  by  this  sudden  overflow  of 
spirits  ;  6°.  The  different  sentiments  of  love  or  aversion,  joy,  desire,  or 
sadness  caused,  not  by  an  intellectual  perception  of  the  good  or  the  evil 
as  in  the  case  of  those  of  which  we  have  just  spoken,  but  by  the  divers 
disturbances  which  the  animal  spirits  cause  in  the  brain  ;  7^  A  certain 
feeling  of  joy,  or  rather  of  an  inward  sweetness  which  holds  the  soul  in 
her  passion." 

Passion  may  thus  begin  with  a  movement  of  the  animal 
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spirits,  but  more  often  this  movement  is  preceded,  and  the  way 
prepared  for  it,  by  purely  spiritual  phenomena. 

We  may  even  have  purely  spiritual  affections  that  are  by 
accident  accompanied  by  physical  phenomena. 

"It  is  one  of  the  laws  of  the  union  of  body  and  mind  that  all 
affections  of  the  soul,  even  those  it  has  for  goods  which  have  no  connec- 
tion with  the  body,  are  accompanied  by  disturbances  of  the  animal 
spirits,  owing  to  which  these  inclinations  become  sensuous.  .  .  .  Thus 
our  love  of  truth,  of  jystice,  of  virtue,  even  of  God,  is  always  accompanied 
by  some  movement  of  the  spirits,  which  makes  this  love  a  sensuous  love. 
We  are  therefore  united  in  a  sensuous  manner,  not  only  with  all  those 
things  which  relate  to  the  preservation  of  life,  but  also  with  the  spiritual 
things  to  which  the  mind  is  immediately  united  by  its  own  nature." 

Not  that  the  intellectual  joy,  which  accompanies  the  clear 
knowledge  of  the  good  estate  of  the  soul,  is  to  be  confounded 
with  the  sensible  pleasure,  which  accompanies  the  confused 
consciousness  of  the  good  condition  of  the  body.  Intellectual 
pleasure  is  stable,  free  from  remorse,  as  immutable  as  the  truth 
which  causes  it  ;  whereas,  "  sensuous  pleasure  is  nearly  always 
accompanied  by  sadness  of  mind,  or  remorse  of  conscience, 
and  is  as  uneasy  and  as  inconstant  as  the  disturbance  of 
the  blood  which  produces  it  "  (Bk.  V,  Ch.  III). 

What  are  the  effects  of  the  passions,  and  why  are  they  capable 
of  excess  ?  All  the  passions  have  two  very  remarkable  effects  : 
they  cause  us  to  apply  our  mind  and  they  engage  our  hearts. 
In  so  far  as  they  cause  us  to  apply  the  mind  the  passions 
may  be  very  useful  in  the  acquirement  of  knowledge;  but  in  so 
far  as  they  engage  our  hearts  they  have  always  a  bad  effect, 
because  they  only  possess  the  heart  by  corrupting  our  reason, 
Dy  making  things  appear  to  it,  not  as  they  are  in  themselves 
or  according  to  the  truth,  but  according  to  their  relation  to 
us  (Bk.  V,  Ch.  VIII). 

The  danger  of  passion  is  a  consequence  of  original  sin. 

"  Before  the  existence  of  sin  the  soul  was  able  to  efface  the  too  lively 
image  of  a  bodily  good,  and  to  cause  the  sensible  pleasure  which 
accompanied  this  image  to  disappear.  The  body  being  subject  to 
the  mind,  the  soul  was  able  in  one  instant  to  cause  the  disturbance  of 
the  fibres  of  the  brain  and  the  emotion  of  the  spirits  to  cease 
through  the  sole  consideration  of  her  duty,  but  since  sin  began  to  exist 
this  has  no  longer  been  in  her  power  (Bk.  V,  Ch.  IV).  Our  nature  is 
now  corrupt.     The  body  acts  with  too  great  force  on  the  mind  .  .  .  the 
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mind  became  as  it  were  material  and  earthy  after  sin.  Its  close 
relation  and  union  with  God  was  lost.  I  mean  that  God  withdrew  from 
it  as  much  as  He  could  without  losing  or  destroying  it.  A  thousand 
disorders  followed  from  the  absence  or  withdrawal  of  Him  Who  preserved 
the  mind  in  its  due  place  "  (Bk.  V,  Ch.  I). 

In  his  classification  of  the  passions  Malebranclie  adopts  the 
same  principle  as  Descartes.  "  The  number  of  the  passions  is 
not  to  be  multiplied  according  to  the  number  of  objects,  which 
are  innumerable,  but  according  to  the  principal  relations  that 
can  exist  between  them  and  us."  The  first  of  these  passions 
is  admiration,  but  it  is  an  imperfect  passion,  because  it  is  not 
excited  by  the  conception  or  sense  of  the  good.  Love  and 
aversion  are  the  mother  passions  (passions  mères);  they 
generate  no  other  general  passions  except  desire,  joy,  and 
sadness,  which  are  the  three  primitive  passions  ;  "  the 
particular  passions  are  composed  of  these  three  primitive 
passions  alone,  and  they  are  the  more  complex  according  as 
the  principal  idea  of  good  or  evil  which  excites  them  is  accom- 
panied by  a  larger  number  of  accessory  ideas  "  (V,  Ch.  VII). 

The  particular  passions  are  thus  distinguished,  not  only  by 
the  fact  that  the  three  primitive  passions  may  be  diversely 
combined  in  them,  but  also  by  the  judgments  and  perceptions 
which  cause  or  accompany  them.  "The  chief  difference 
between  passions  of  the  same  kind  (gaiety,  exultation,  bene- 
volence, gratitude,  laughter,  or  amusement,  are  all  different 
kinds  of  joy  ;  disgust,  grief,  regret,  compassion,  indignation  are 
different  kinds  of  sadness)  can  be  traced  to  the  different 
perceptions  or  different  judgments  that  accompany  them." 

Bossitct:  The  Psychology  of  Thomas  Aquinas  ami  the  Cartesian 
Physiology, 

Bossuet's  philosophy  is  a  combination  of  scholastic  and 
Cartesian  doctrines,  of  the  psychology  of  Aquinas  and  the 
physiology  of  Descartes.  The  operations  of  the  senses  are 
accompanied  by  pleasure  and  pain.  Both  of  these  are  sensa- 
tions, "  since  they  are  both  a  sudden  and  lively  perception 
which  we  experience  in  the  first  instance  in  the  presence  of 
objects  that  are  pleasant  or  painful.  .  .  .  Pleasure  is  a 
feeling  that  is  agreeable  and  in  harmony  with  our  nature  ; 
pain   is    a   feeling    that   is   unpleasant    and    contrary    to    our 
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nature"  {Connaissance  de  Dieu  et  de  soi-même,  Ch.  I,  §  2).  This 
is  not  very-  instructive,  at  least  if  taken  literally.  Bossuet's 
definition  of  the  passions  is  more  satisfactory. 

"  Whenever  we  feel  or  imagine  pleasure  or  pain  we  are  attracted  or 
repelled.  .  .  .  Passion  is  a  movement  of  the  soul  which,  being  affected 
by  the  pleasure  or  pain  which  it  either  experiences  or  imagines  in  an 
object,  pursues  or  avoids  that  object  "  {Ibid.  %  6). 

He  places  the  principal  passions  under  two  categories:  those 
whose  object  is  regarded  simply  as  being  present  or  absent  and 
which  taken  together  constitute  the  concupiscent  appetite;  and 
those  whose  object  is  considered  siib  ratione  ardui,  according  to 
the  expression  used  by  Aquinas,  as  being  hard  to  attain  or 
to  avoid,  and  which  constitute  the  irascible  appetite.  To  the 
first  category  belong  love,  hate,  desire,  aversion,  joy,  sadness  ; 
to  the  second,  courage,  fear,  hope,  despair,  anger.  There  are  a 
great  many  secondary  passions  :  shame,  envy,  emulation, 
admiration,  etc.,  but  tliese  are  all  connected  with  one  or 
more  of  the  principal  passions.  One  may  even  say  that 
all  the  passions  depend  on  love  alone,  that  all  are  comprised 
in  or  excited  by  love. 

"The  hatred  we  feel  for  one  object  comes  only  from  our  love  for 
another.  Desire  is  nothing  else  than  love  extending  to  an  object  not 
possessed,  as  joy  is  love  of  the  object  possessed.  .  .  .  Courage  is  a  kind 
of  love  that  undertakes  the  most  difficult  things  in  order  to  possess  the 
loved  object,  and  fear  is  a  kind  of  love  that,  in  finding  itself  threatened 
with  the  loss  of  that  which  it  seeks,  is  disturbed  by  the  danger.  .  .  . 
Take  away  love  and  there  will  be  no  passions,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
where  love  is  there  all  the  passions  are  found  "  {Ibid.  §  6). 

So  far  Bossuet  follows  Aquinas  ;  let  us  now  see  in  what 
sense  he  is  a  Cartesian.  "If,"  he  says,  "we  consider  the 
passions  as  being  merely  in  the  body,  they  would  seem  to  be 
nothing  else  than  an  unusual  disturbance  of  the  animal  spirits 
on  the  occasion  of  certain  objects,  which  are  to  be  pursued  or 
avoided.  Thus  it  must  be  that  the  passions  are  caused  by  the 
impression  made  and  the  motion  excited  in  the  brain  by  an 
object  possessing  great  force"  (Chap.  II,  §  12).  The  passions  are, 
therefore,  entirely  involuntary  movements  of  the  soul,  co-ordi- 
nate with  bodily  movements  that  are  themselves  determined  by 
those  of  the  object.  "  The  co-operation  of  the  soul  and  body 
in  the  passions  is  evident,  but  it  is  clear  that  the  good  or  l)ad 
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inclination  must  have  its  commencement  in  the  body.  .  .  . 
In  the  passions  the  soul  is  passive,  it  does  not  rule  over  the 
dispositions  of  the  body,  but  subserves  them  "  (Ch.  Ill,  §  2). 
Bossuet's  remedies  for  the  passions  are  the  same  as  Descartes' 
and,  like  his,  derived  from  that  correspondence  owing  to  which 
all  the  thoughts  of  the  soul  are  followed  by  some  modification 
of  the  body. 

La  Rochefoucauld:  Self -Love  the  Principle  of  all  Human 
Affections. 

La  Rochefoucauld  was  not  a  philosopher,  but  a  man  of  the 
world,  who,  without  seeking  to  connect  his  theories  on  human 
nature  with  any  general  system,  merely  sets  forth  the  results 
of  his  observations  of  himself  and  of  others.  He  traces  all 
human  emotions  and  passions  to  self-love,  and,  in  the  various 
metamorphoses  of  this  single  impulse,  he  finds  an  explanation 
of  all  our  desires. 

"  Self-love  {amour  propre)  is  the  love  of  self  and  of  all  things  for  the 
sake  of  self.  ...    It  takes  every  contradictory  form  :  it  is  imperious  and 
obedient,  sincere  and  deceitful,  merciful  and  cruel,  timid  and  courageous. 
Its  tendencies  vary  according  to  the  diversity  of  temperament  by  which 
it  is  directed  and   devoted,  now  to   fame,  now  to   riches,  and   now  to 
pleasure.    They  change  with  age,  fortune,  and  experience.   But  it  matters 
not  whether  self-love  takes  several  directions  or  only  one,  because  it  is 
broken  into  many  or  concentrated  in  one,  at  its  pleasure,  and  according 
as  is  needful.     It  adjusts  itself  to  things  and  to  the  want  of  them.     Self- 
love  will  even  take  the  part  of  those  that  are  against  it,  will  forward  their 
purposes,  and,  what  is  even  more  wonderful,  will  hate  itself  with  them, 
will  conspire  for  its  own  destruction,  work  towards  its  own  ruin.     In 
short,  the  only  desire  of  self-love  is  to  be,  and  so  long  as  it  can  exist  it  is 
ready  to  be  its  own  enemy." 

Thus  self-love  is  the  principle  of  even  those  affections  which, 
deceived  by  our  pride,  we  regard  as  disinterested.  "Self- 
interest  speaks  to  us  every  kind  of  language  and  plays  all  kinds 
of  parts,  including  that  of  disinterestedness.  .  .  .  Generosity 
is  the  skilful  use  we  make  of  disinterestedness  in  order  to  attain 
the  sooner  a  larger  interest.  .  .  .  Compassion  is  often  a 
feeling  for  our  own  misfortunes  in  the  misfortunes  of  others,  a 
prudent  foresight  of  evils  into  which  we  might  fall.  We  assist 
others  in  order  to  oblige  them  to  assist  us  on  similar  occasions, 
and  the  services  we  render  them  are,  in  fact,  benefits  which 
we  render  to  ourselves  in  advance." 
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Hobbes  deduces  his  Theory  of  Egoism  from  a  Materialistic 
Psychology, 

Hobbes  shares  La  Rochefoucauld's  theories,  but,  with  a  more 
merciless  logic,  he  deduces  them  from  an  entirely  materialistic 
psychology.  All  that  is  real  is  corporeal,  every  phenomenon 
can  be  reduced  to  motion. 

"  Conceptions  and  apparitions  are  nothing  really  but  motion  in  some 
internal  substance  of  the  head,  which  motion,  not  stopping  there  but  pro- 
ceeding to  the  heart,  must  there  either  help  or  hinder  the  motion  which  is 
called  vital  ;  when  it  helpeth  it  is  called  delight,  cvntent?nent,  or  pleasure, 
which  is  nothing  really  but  motion  about  the  heart,  as  conception  is 
nothing  but  motion  in  the  head  ;  and  the  objects  that  cause  it  are 
called  pleasant  or  delightful,  or  by  some  name  equivalent  ;  the  Latins 
have  jucmidum,  a  juvando,  from  helping  ;  and  the  same  delight 
with  reference  to  the  object  is  called  love.  But  when  such  motion 
weakeneth  or  hindereth  the  vital  motion,  then  it  is  called  pain  ;  and  in 
relation  to  that  which  causeth  it,  hatred,  which  the  Latins  express  some- 
times by  odium  and  sometimes  by  taedium.  This  motion,  in  which  con- 
sisteth  pfeasure  or  pain,  is  also  a  solicitation  or  provocation  either  to  draw 
near  to  the  thing  that  pleaseth,  or  to  retire  from  the  thing  that  dis- 
pleaseth  ;  and  this  solicitation  is  the  endeavour  or  internal  beginning  of 
animal  motion,  which,  when  the  object  delighteth,  is  called  appetite  ;  when 
it  displeaseth  it  is  called  aversion,  in  respect  of  the  displeasure  present  ;  but 
in  respect  of  the  displeasure  expected, /ear"  (i^^^w^m  Nature,  Oh.  VII, 
§§  1,  2). 

From  Cartesianism  Hobbes  borrowed  its  mechanism  only. 
There  are  some  points  of  resemblance  between  his  doctrines 
and  those  of  Spinoza,  but  thought  was  for  Hobbes  only  a  mode 
of  extension.  Such  a  theory  naturally  leaves  no  place  for  any 
disinterested  passions. 

''^Repentance  is  the  passion  which  proceedeth  from  opinion  or  know- 
ledge that  the  action  they  have  done  is  out  of  the  way  to  the  end  they 
would  attain  :  the  effect  whereof  is  to  pursue  that  way  no  longer,  but,  by 
consideration  of  the  end,  to  direct  themselves  unto  a  better.  .  .  .  Pity  is 
imagination  or  fiction  of  future  calamity  to  ourselves,  proceeding  from 
the  sense  of  another's  calamity.  .  .  .  There  is  yet  another  passion,  some- 
times called  love,  but,  more  properly,  good  ^cill  or  charity.  There  can  be 
no  greater  argument  to  a  man  of  his  own  power  than  to  find  himself  able 
not  only  to  accomplish  his  own  desires,  but  also  to  assist  others  in  theirs, 
and  this  is  that  conception  wherein  consisteth  charity  "  (Human  Nature, 
Ch.  IX,  §§  7,  10,  17). 

According  to  Locke,  Passions  are  Modes  of  Pleasure  and  Pain, 

Locke  did  not   construct   any  theory  of   the  passions,  but 
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only  considered  them  in  connection  with  the  ideas  which 
correspond  to  them  in  us.  "Pleasure  and  pain,  and  that 
which  causes  them,  good  and  evil,  are  the  hinges  on  which  our 
passions  turn  "  (Bk.  II,  Ch.  20).  "  The  passions  are  modes  of 
pleasure  and  pain,  resulting  in  our  minds  from  various  con- 
siderations of  good  and  evil  "  (Ibid.).  While  retiecting  on  the 
pleasure  which  a  thing  that  is  present  or  absent  may  give  us, 
we  have  the  idea  of  what  we  call  love.  On  the  other  hand, 
reflection  on  the  pain  which  a  thing  present  or  absent  may 
cause  in  us  produces  the  idea  of  what  is  called  hatred.  "  The 
uneasiness  a  man  finds  in  himself  upon  the  absence  of 
anything  whose  present  enjoyment  carries  the  idea  of  delight 
with  it, Is  what  we  call  desire  .  .  .  the  chief,  if  not  only,  spur 
to  human  industry  and  action  is  uneasiness  "  (Ibid.). 

Joy,  sadness,  hope,  fear,  despair,  anger,  envy  are  all,  in  like 
manner,  modes  of  pleasure  and  pain  and  different  forms  of  the 
uneasiness  which  is  caused  by  the  absence  of  a  good  or  the 
presence  of  an  evil.  These  diverse  passions  are  often  mixed 
in  life.  "  There  is,  I  think,  scarce  any  of  the  passions  to  be 
found  without  desire  joined  to  it  "  (Ibid.  Ch.  XXI). 

Locke  defines  pleasure  and  pain  by  ideas  ;  the  passions, 
being  modes  of  pleasure  and  pain,  are  therefore  modes  of 
thought,  and  in  this  view  we  recognize  the  Cartesian  influence. 
But  by  introducing  a  state  of  uneasiness,  and  by  assigning  to 
this  uneasiness  the  most  important  part  in  the  determination 
of  human  actions,  Locke  would  appear  to  hold  the  existence  of 
a  principle  distinct  from  thought,  a  collection  of  tendencies  of 
which  the  definite  desires  are  only  manifestations. 

Leibnitz  :  Metaphysical  Theory  of  the  Passions;  Activity  and 
Passivity,  Psychological  Theory:  the  Three  Degrees  of 
Appetition  ;    Theory  of  Pleasure. 

In  Leibnitz  we  find  once  more  the  great  Cartesian 
tradition,  the  union  of  metaphysics  with  psychology.  The 
monad,  a  spiritual  atom,  the  only  true  reality,  possesses, 
besides  perception,  appetition,  or  the  tendency  to  pass  to  new 
perceptions.  "The  activity  of  the  internal  principle  which 
produces  change  or  passage  from  one  perception  to  another, 
mp;y  be  called  appetition.  It  is  true  that  desire  (Vappétit) 
cannot  always  fully  attain  to  the  whole  perception  at  which  it 
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aims,  but  it  always  obtains  some  of  it  and  attains  to  new 
perceptions"  (Monad.  §  15).  This  tendency  of  every  monad 
to  advance  in  being  is,  in  the  human  soul,  the  principle  of 
the  passions  and  emotions.  But  this  tendency  towards  a 
higher  perfection  would  not  in  itself  suffice  to  explain  the 
emotional  life  of  mankind,  the  mysteries  and  errors  of  passion. 
The  monad  is  not  an  isolated  thing,  for,  owing  to  the  pre- 
established  harmony,  it  is  in  agreement  with  all  the  other 
monads  ;  and  it  is  in  this  metaphysical  law,  in  this  inter- 
dependence of  creatures,  that  the  principle  of   passion  is   to 

be  found. 

"  A  created  thing  is  said  to  act  outwardly  in  so  far  as  it  has  perfection, 
and  to  suffer  (or  be  passive^  pâtir)  in  relation  to  another,  in  so  far  as  it  is 
imperfect.  Thus  actimty  {action)  is  attributed  to  a  Monad  in  so  far  as  it 
has  distinct  perceptions,  and  passivity  {passion)  in  so  far  as  its  preceptions 
are  confused.  And  one  created  thing  is  more  perfect  than  another,  in 
this,  that  there  is  found  in  the  more  perfect  that  which  serves  to  explain 
a  priori  what  takes  place  in  the  less  perfect,  and  it  is  on  this  account  that 
the  former  is  said  to  act  upon  the  latter  {Ihid.  §§  49,  50). 

Thus,  for  the  very  reason  that  they  are  in  harmony  with  one 
another,  the  monads  also  limit  one  another.  Not  one  of  them 
is  purely  active  ;  for  that  would  mean  that  all  things 
were  made  for  this  monad,  that  it  w^as  the  universal  end,  God 
Himself.  "The  soul  would  be  a  divinity,  if  it  had  no  other 
than  distinct  perceptions"  (Théod.  §  62).  It  must  be 
remembered  that,  according  to  Leibnitz,  "  a  created  monad  can 
have  no  inward  physical  iniiuence  on  another  monad.  The 
influence  of  one  monad  upon  another,  is  only  ideal,  and  it  can 
have  its  effect  only  through  the  mediation  of  God,  in  so  far  as 
in  the  ideas  of  God,  any  monad  rightly  claims  that  God,  in 
regulating  the  others  from  the  beginning  of  things,  should  have 
regard  to  it  "  (Monad.  §  51).  For  Leibnitz  as  for  Spinoza, 
passion  is  a  limitation  of  action,  an  imperfection  of  our  essence. 
It  does  indeed  attach  us  to  ourselves,  but  only  in  so  far  as  we 
express  other  beings  by  confused  ideas.  "  Thus  although 
each  created  monad  represents  the  whole  universe,  it  represents 
more  distinctly  the  body  which  specially  pertains  to  it,  and  of 
which  it  is  the  entelechy  ;  and  as  this  body  expresses  the  whole 
universe  through  the  connection  of  all  matter  in  the  plenum, 
the  soul  also  represents  the  whole  universe  in  representing  this 
body  which  belongs  to  it  in  a  special  way  "  (Monad.  §  62). 
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Passion  therefore  does  not,  as  Descartes  seemed  to  think, 
merely  correspond  to  an  action  of  the  body  to  which  we  are 
joined,  but,  as  in  Spinoza's  theory,  to  a  metaphysical  law,  the 
mutual  limitation  of  beings  which  according  to  Leibnitz 
expresses  the  universal  order,  the  harmony  preestablished  by 
God.  Far  from  the  body  being  the  cause  of  passion,  it  is 
passion  that  is  the  cause  of  the  body.  It  must  be  said  that, 
strictly  speaking,  the  soul  has  within  itself  the  principle  of  all 
its  actions  and  even  of  all  its  passions  (Théod.  65).  But,  the 
soul  in  so  far  as  it  is  active  derives  everything  from  itself,  has 
no  use  for  a  body;  the  latter  only  expresses  its  law  of  limitation 
and   its    relation   of   dependence   on   and   harmony   with   the 

other  monads. 

Let  us  now  see  how  these  metaphysical  views  are  confirmed 
by  psychology.  The  first  form  of  appetition  in  us  is  an 
inquiétude  (the  uneasiness  of  Locke),  a  confused  desire. 

"  For  I  should  prefer  to  say  that  in  the  desire  in  itself  there  is  rather  a 
disposition  and  preparation  for  pain  than  pain  itself.  .  .  .  Hence  the 
infinitely  wise  Author  of  our  being  arranged  it  for  our  good,  when  he  so 
arranged  it  that  we  should  often  be  in  ignorance  and  among  confused 
perceptions,  in  order  to  act  more  promptly  by  instinct,  and  in  order  not 
to  be  disturbed  by  too  distinct  sensations  of  a  multitude  of  objects,  which 
we  cannot  altogether  grasp,  and  which  nature,  for  her  ends,  has  not  been 
able  to  do  without  "  {New  Essays^  Bk.  II,  Ch.  XX,  §  6). 

"These  impulses  are  like  so  many  little  springs  which  try 
to  release  themselves,  and  which  make  our  machine  go"  (Ibid.). 
"  These  little  impulses  consist  in  delivering  ourselves 
continually  from  little  obstacles  at  which  our  nature  works 
without  our  thinking  about  it  "  (Ibid.  Ch.  XXI,  §  36).  Thus 
in  the  lowest  stage  we  find  that  uneasiness,  those  insensible 
inclinations  of  which  we  are  unconscious  (Ibid.  §  42).  And 
above  these  there  are  "  sensible  ones  whose  existence  and 
object  we  know,  but  whose  formation  we  do  not  feel,  and  there 
are  confused  inclinations  which  we  attribute  to  the  body, 
although  there  is  always  something  corresponding  in  the  mind  " 
(Ibid.  §  42),  and  these  latter  are  the  passions  properly  so 
called. 

"  The  Stoics  regarded  the  passions  as  thoughts  ;  thus  hope  was  to  them 
the  thought  of  a  future  good,  and  fear  the  thought  of  a  future  evil.  But 
I  prefer  to  say  that  the  passions  are  neither  satisfactions  nor  displeasures. 


300 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


nor  thoughts,  hut  tendencies^  or  rather  modifications  of  the  tendency  which 
come  from  thought  or  feeling^  and  which  are  accompanied  hy  pleasure  or 
displeasure''  (Ch.  XX,  )§  10). 

Lastly,  above  the  passions  proper  "  there  are  distinct 
inclinations  which  reason  gives  to  us,  whose  force  and 
formation  we  feel."  These  inclinations  do  not  depend  on 
the  body,  but  express  the  very  nature  of  the  soul  ;  they 
correspond  to  distinct  ideas,  and  are  veritable  activities. 

Under  all  these  different  forms  appetition  is  always  equi- 
valent to  the  pursuit  of  pleasure  and  the  avoidance  of  pain.  The 
good  is  that  which  tends  to  produce  or  increase  pleasure,  or 
to  diminish  or  lessen  the  duration  of  pain.  Leibnitz  has  l)een 
reproached  with  having  held  contradictory  opinions  concerning 
pleasure,  with  having  spoken  at  one  time  like  Aristotle  at 
another  like  Epicurus  (L.  Dumont,  Théorie  Scientifique  de  la 
Sensibilité)  but  this  is  l)ecause  it  was  not  understood  that 
liis  conception  of  human  nature  admitted  of  the  reconciliation 
of  these  two  opposite  theories. 

"It  is  also  for  the  sake  of  this  skill  that  nature  has  given  us  the 
stimuli  of  desire,  like  the  rudiments  or  elements  of  pain,  or,  so  to  speak, 
of  semi-pain,  or  (if  you  wish  to  speak  extravagantly  in  order  to  express 
yourself  more  forcibly)  the  little  imperceptible  pains,  in  order  that  we 
might  enjoy  the  advantage  of  suftering  without  its  inconvenience  ;  for 
otherwise,  if  this  perception  were  too  distinct,  we  should  always  be 
miserable  while  awaiting  the  good,  while  this  continuous  victory  over 
these  semi-pains  which  are  felt  in  pursuing  our  desire  and  satisfying 
in  some  way  this  appetite  or  this  longing,  gives  us  a  quantity  of  semi- 
pleasures  whose  continuity  and  mass  (as  in  the  continuity  of  the  impulse 
of  a  heavy  body  which  falls  and  acquires  momentum)  becomes  at  last 
a  complete  and  genuine  pleasure  ;  and  finally,  without  these  semi-pains 
there  would  be  no  pleasure  at  all,  nor  any  means  of  perceiving  that  some- 
thing aids  and  relieves  us  by  removing  some  obstacles  which  prevent  us 
from  putting  ourselves  at  ease.  It  is  furthermore  in  this  that  we 
recognise  the  affinity  of  pleasure  and  pain,  which  Socrates  in  Plato's 
Phaedo  noticed  when  his  feet  itched  "  {New  Essays  II,  Ch.  XX,  §  6). 

Might  we  not  infer  from  this  that  pleasure  is  the  absence 
of  pain  ?  And  yet  Leibnitz  says  a  little  further  on  (Ch.  XX, 
§41): 

"  And  I  believe  that,  at  bottom,  pleasure  is  a  feeling  of  perfection  and 

pain  a  feeling  of  imperfection,  provided  it  be  marked  enough  to  make  us 

capable  of  perceiving  it."    Again  elsewhere  he  returns  to  the  formula  : 

Voluptas  seu  delectatio  est  se^isus  perfectionis^  id  est^  senstcs  cujusdam  rei  quœ 

juvat  aut  quœ potentiam  aliquam  adjuvat'^ 
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These  two  views  are  not  contradictory.  We  tend  towards 
the  infinite,  but  there  always  remains  in  us  some  passivity, 
hence  some  imperfection,  hence  some  uneasiness,  which,  even 
in  the  midst  of  joy,  urges  us  on  towards  a  higher  state.  It  is 
because  our  nature  is  great  that  no  pleasure  here  below  can 
fully  satisfy  us,  that  every  pleasure  is  preceded  by  an 
uneasiness  which  it  causes  to  cease,  and  followed  by  an 
uneasiness  which  calls  for  another  state  of  perfection. 

"  And  very  far  from  being  obliged  to  regard  this  uneasiness  as  incom- 
patible with  happiness,  I  find  that  uneasiness  is  essential  to  the  happiness 
of  created  beings  which  never  consists  in  complete  possession — this  makes 
them  insensible  and  as  it  were  stupid— but  in  a  progress  continuous  and 
uninterrupted  towards  the  greatest  good,  which  cannot  fail  to  be  accom- 
panied by  a  desire,  or  at  least  a  continual  uneasiness,  but  which,  as  I 
have  just  explained,  does  not  go  so  far  as  to  inconvenience,  but  limits 
itself  to  those  elements  or  rudiments  of  pain,  partly  unconscious,  which 
are  nevertheless  sufficient  to  serve  as  an  incentive  and  to  arouse  the 
will  {New  Essays  II,  Ch.  XI,  §  36). 

Thus,  the  reason  why  some  uneasiness  precedes  every 
pleasure  and  ceases  with  it  is  that  this  uneasiness  belongs  to 
the  very  essence  of  man,  whose  limited  nature  tends  to  the 
infinite;  but  it  is  none  the  less  true  that  each  pleasure  by 
appeasing  this  ever-recurring  uneasiness — "  for  we  are  never 
without  some  activity  and  motion  "  {New  Essays,  II,  Ch.  XXI, 
^  36 j — is  the  feeling  of  a  higher  perfection.  "All  action 
is  a  step  towards  pleasure,  and  all  passion  a  step  towards  pain  " 
{Ibid.  §  72).  Every  time  that  we  experience  a  pleasure  it  is 
because,  in  different  degrees,  we  set  ourselves  free  from  the 
bonds  of  passivity. 

As  there  are  three  kinds  of  inclinations,  so  there  are  also  three 
kinds  of  pleasures.  There  are  some  pleasures  which  correspond 
to  our  unconscious  inclinations,  others  which  correspond  to  the 
passions,  and  others,  lastly — and  these  are  the  purest,  the  most 
valuable — which  correspond  to  the  activity  of  the  mind.  We 
have,  therefore,  rational,  enlightened  (lumineux)  pleasures 
"which  are  found  in  knowledge  and  in  the  production  of  har- 
mony," and  which  should  be  set  against  the  pleasures  of  sense, 
which  are  confused,  though  lively.  The  conflict  between  the 
spirit  and  the  flesh  "is  nothing  but  the  opposition  of  the 
different  tendencies  arising  from  the  thoughts  that  are  confused 
and  those    that  are   distinct."       As   the   feeling   of   our   own 
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perfection,  pleasure  in  itself  is  good.  But  our  tendency  towards 
pleasure  is  like  the  tendency  of  the  stone  which  goes  by  the 
shortest  way  towards  the  centre  of  the  earth,  and  is  incapable 
of  foreseeing  the  rocks  on  which  it  will  be  shattered.  Thus 
it  comes  that,  while  making  straight  for  the  present  pleasure, 
we  sometimes  fall  into  the  abyss  of  misfortune. 

Happiness,  on  the  contrary,  is  a  lasting  pleasure,  which 
implies  a  continuous  progress  towards  new  pleasures.  This 
progress  is  only  possible  through  the  intervention  of  reason, 
which  is  the  principle  of  order  and  foresight,  which  looks 
to  the  future,  and,  proceeding  by  a  road  which  it  knows, 
meets  no  unexpected  obstacles.  Happiness,  therefore,  can  be 
reduced  to  the  cultivation  of  reason,  to  a  constant  movement 
towards  more  distinct  perceptions.  "  Virtue  itself  consists 
in  a  pleasure  of  mind  "  (Ibid,  II,  Ch.  XX,  §  2). 

Jean  Jacques  Rousseau  :  Superiority  of  Nature,  ami  conse- 
quently, of  Emotion,  to  Reason. 

We  can  only  just  indicate  the  main  outlines  of  the  more 
recent  theories  concerning  the  feelings.  In  France,  in  the  18th 
century,  by  a  recoil  from  the  analytic  spirit  which  had  been 
cultivated  to  excess,  J.  J.  Rousseau  proclaimed  the  excellence  of 
nature.  "  Do  away  with  our  pernicious  progress,  our  errors  and 
our  vices,  do  away  wdth  the  work  of  man,  and  all  will  go  well  " 
{Emile,  IV).  In  the  intuitions  of  feeling  we  have  a  primitive 
light,  more  brilliant  and  more  pure  than  the  light  of  reason. 
We  must,  therefore,  always  listen  to  "  the  holy  voice  of 
nature."  All  our  first  inclinations  are  legitimate.  "  What- 
ever the  cause  of  our  existence  may  be,  it  has  provided  for  our 
preservation  by  giving  us  feelings  suitable  to  our  nature,  and 
it  cannot  be  denied  that  these  at  least  are  innate."  "  The  first  of 
all  these  is  the  love  of  self  ;  but  we  also  desire  the  happiness  of 
others,  and  when  it  costs  nothing  to  our  own,  the  latter  is 
increased  by  it."  With  these  benevolent  affections  our  moral 
sense  is  closely  connected.  "  Love  of  good  and  hatred  of  evil 
are  as  natural  to  us  as  the  love  of  ourselves.  The  behests  of 
conscience  are  not  judgments  but  feelings."  In  Germany 
Jacobi  attacked  the  ethics  of  Kant  as  being  too  abstract,  and 
supported  theories  similar  to  those  of  J.  J.  Rousseau.  He 
declares   that  there    is»  a   light    of    the  heart  which   cannot 
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penetrate  into  the  understanding  without  being  extinguished. 
He  professes  to  be  a  pagan  in  understanding,  a  Christian  in 
feeling, 

English  atul-  Scottish  Moralists— Shaftesbury  :  Classification 
of  the  Affections  according  to  their  Objects.  Hutcheson  ;  Hume  ; 
Thomas  Reid  :    Appetites,  Desires,  and  Affections, 

After  Locke,  several  subtle  minds  in  England  and  Scotland 
devoted    their    attention    to    moral    philosophy.     These  phil- 
osophers  adopted    the   psychological   method,  that   is   to  say, 
they  made  the  study  of  the  impulses  and  the  feelings  of  the 
human   mind    their   starting  point.       While   endeavouring   to 
discover  what  man  ought  to  do,  what  objects  he  should  choose 
as  the  end  of  his  activity,  they  modified  the  Cartesian  principle 
of  classification,  and  arranged  the  affections,  not  according  to 
their   different  modes,  but   according  to   the  objects   towards 
which  they  are  directed.     Shaftesbury  discovered  in  man  self- 
regarding  impulses  and  benevolent  or  social  impulses,  which 
cause  us   to  love  the  happiness  of  others  for  its  own  sake, 
and   without  any   regard   to  our  own.      To  these  two  classes 
of   impulses  he  adds  rational  or   reflective   tendencies,  which 
imply    reason  ;     these    consist    in    the    sense    of    esteem    or 
contempt   which   we   feel   in   the   presence    of    moral    beauty 
or    ugliness,    and    have    for    their    object    human   actions,   or 
rather,   the    thoughts   and   affections   which   are    tlieir  source. 
When  we  imagine  an  action  we  experience  a  feeling  which  is 
either  painful   or  agreeable,  as  when  we  hear  a  harmony  or  a 
discord.      We  distinguish  good  from  evil  by  a  kind  of  delicate 
sense,  an  innate  moral  sense,  whose  existence  manifests  itself 
in  our  rational  impulses.      These  impulses   not  only  give  rise 
to  judgments,  but   also   intervene    as    determining  forces,   as 
springs  of  action.      Virtue  consists  in  the  harmony  between 
our    personal     and     benevolent    impulses,    induced     by    our 
rational  impulses.     Virtue  and  happiness  are  identical.      "  The 
summit  of  wisdom  is  rational  self-love." 

Hutcheson  draws  a  sharp  distinction  between  egoism  and 
benevolence.  We  desire  the  happiness  of  others  as  directly  as 
our  own.  Benevolence  is  an  ultimate  feeling.  Besides  these 
two  affections,  we  find  within  us  the  primary  idea  of  the 
moral  good.     And  this  simple  quality  of  moral  goodness  can 
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only  be  perceived  by  a  special  sense.  This  is  the  moral  sense, 
whose  perceptions,  like  all  sensible  perception,  are  accompanied 
by  pleasure  and  pain.  Adapted  to  the  perception  of  a  quality 
which  is  to  be  found  in  our  intentions  and  acts  only,  our 
moral  sense  is  not  an  external  but  an  internal  sense.  More- 
over, Hutcheson  sees  goodness  in  those  actions  only  which 
tend  to  the  happiness  of  others  :  universal  benevolence  con- 
stitutes moral  excellence. 

In  Hume's  theory  of  the  emotions,  as  in  his  theory  of  mind, 
the  principle  of  association  plays  an  important  part.  He 
draws  a  distinction  between  simple  and  complex  passions. 
Joy,  sadness,  desire,  aversion,  hope,  fear,  are  simple  passions 
arising  from  the  simple  consideration  of  good  and  evil.  The 
complex  passions  are  explained  by  the  laws  of  association 
(association  of  ideas  according  to  the  relations  of  resemblance, 
contiguity, and  cause— association  of  similar  emotions — co-opera- 
tion of  these  two  kinds  of  association).  Hume  proves  his  theory 
by  an  analysis  of  pride,  humility,  and  the  benevolent  affections. 
All  advantages,  such  as  wit,  beauty,  wealth,  rank,  which, 
when  associated  with  the  idea  of  ourselves  cause  pleasure,  may 
produce  pride.  In  our  benevolent  and  malevolent  passions 
also  Hume  discerns  the  operation  of  the  laws  of  association. 

"The  virtues,  talents,  accomplishments  and  possessions  of  others  make 
us  love  and  esteem  them  ;  because  these  objects  excite  a  pleasing  sensa- 
tion which  is  related  to  love  (association  of  similar  emotions),  and  as  they 
have  also  a  relation  or  connection  with  the  person,  this  union  of  ideas 
forwards  the  union  of  sentiments  according  to  the  foregoing  reasoning  " 
((M  the  Passions^  Bk.  IV). 

Our  reason  forms  judgments  on  the  true  and  the  false, 
but  is  never  in  itself  a  motive  to  the  will.  Therefore  we  act 
only  through  passion;  and  what  we  call  reason  in  human 
conduct  "  is  a  calm  passion  which  causes  no  disorder  in  the 
soul,"  and  does  not  interfere  with  foresight.  Hume  assigns  a 
most  important  part  to  disinterested  benevolence,  and,  like 
J.  J.  Rousseau,  he  finds  in  feeling  and  sympathy  the  founda- 
tion of  morality.  To  this  theory  a  systematic  form  was  given 
by  the  great  political  economist,  Adam  Smith,  in  his  "  2'heory 
of  Moral  Sentiments  "  (See  below  "  The  Ethical  Problem  "). 

Thomas  Reid  made  use  of  the  previous  work  of  the  Scottish 
School  in  his  description' of  the  "Animal  principles  of  action." 
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These  principles  are  "  such  as  operate  upon  the  will  and  inten- 
tion, but  do  not  suppose  any  exercise  of  judgment  or  reason, 
and  are  most  of  them  to  be  found  in  some  brute  animals,  as 
well  as  in  man." 

Reid,  in  the  first  place,  points  out  the  appetites  (hunger, 
thirst,  lust,  need  of  action  and  rest),  which  are  preceded  by  dis- 
agreeable sensations  and  periodic.  Desires  differ  from  appetites, 
firstly,  in  that  they  are  not  accompanied  by  a  disagreeable 
sensation  ;  secondly,  in  that  they  are  not  periodic.  The  chief 
among  them  are  the  desire  of  power,  the  desire  of  honour,  and 
the  desire  of  knowledge.  The  principle  of  the  desires  is  not, 
any  more  than  that  of  the  appetites,  the  pursuit  of  pleasure  : 
the  appetites  tend  to  the  preservation  of  the  body,  desires 
have  been  given  to  us  for  the  furtherance  of  social  life. 

Those  principles  of  action  which  have  persons  for  their 
immediate  object,  and  which  imply  that  one  is  either  ill  or 
well  disposed  towards  a  man,  or  at  least  towards  a  living 
being,  are  the  affections.  The  benevolent  affections  cannot 
be  reduced  to  egoism.  Naturally  pleasant,  they  are  directed 
towards  the  happiness  of  their  object  (gratitude,  compassion, 
esteem,  friendship,  love,  patriotism).  Even  the  malevolent 
affections,  the  chief  among  which  are  emulation,  anger  and 
resentment,  serve  a  purpose  in  the  plans  of  Providence. 

The  meaning  of  the  word  passion  is  so  uncertain  as  to  have 
given  rise  to  endless  discussions,  which  would  have  been 
avoided  by  a  good  definition. 

"  I  shall,"  says  Reid,  "  by  the  word  'passion  '  mean  not  any  principle  of 
action  distinct  from  those  desires  and  affections  before  explained,  but 
such  a  degree  of  vehemence  in  them,  or  in  any  of  them,  as  is  apt  to  produce 
those  effects  upon  the  body  or  upon  the  mind  which  have  been  above 
described." 

The  passions  differ  therefore  not  in  nature  but  in  degree 
from  the  principles  which  we  have  described.  Thus  passion 
tends  to  good,  and  it  is  only  by  accident  that  it  leads  us  into 
evil. 

Kant:  Distinction  and  Connection  hetween  Desire  and 
Pleasure  ;  Different  forms  of  Desire, 

"All  the  faculties  or  capabilities  of  the  soul,"  says  Kant, 
"  can  be  reduced  to  three,  which  cannot  be  any  further  derived 
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from  one  common  ground  :  the  faculty  of  knowledge,  the  feeling 
of  pleasure  and  pain,  and  the  faculty  of  desire"  (Critique 
of  Judgment,  Introd.).  Thus  Kant  draws  a  distinction 
between  the  feeling  of  pleasure  fjnd  pain  and  the  faculty  of 
desire.  At  the  same  time  he  recognizes  the  relation  between 
them.  "Pleasure  or  pain  is  necessarily  combined  with  the 
faculty  of  desire,  either  preceding  this  principle  as  in  the  lower 
desires,  or  following  it  as  in  the  higher,  when  the  desire  is 
determined  by  the  moral  law  "  (Ibid.). 

As  regards  pleasure  and  pain,  Kant  adopts  the  view  of  the 
Italian  philosopher  Verri  (18th  century),  and  repeats  the 
Epicurean  arguments. 

Pleasure,  Verri  had  said,  is  not  a  positive  state,  but  merely  the 
cessation  of  pain.  Man's  sole  motive  principle  is  pain.  Pain  precedes 
every  pleasure.  Every  pleasure,  says  Kant,  must  be  preceded  by 
pain,  pleasure  cannot  follow  another  pleasure.  Pains  that  pass  slowly 
are  not  followed  by  a  lively  pleasure,  because  we  are  not  conscious  of  the 
transition.  ...  To  feel  that  one  lives,  and  that  one  is  in  enjoyment,  is 
nothing  else  than  to  feel  that  one  is  being  forced  continually  to  pass 
from  the  present  state  (Aîithro.  II,  §§  59,  60). 

This  theory  of  pleasure  was  to  be  used  later  by  Schopenhauer 
as  a  foundation  for  his  pessimism.  "  Allés  Leben  ist  Leiden:' 
To  live  is  to  suffer,  because  to  live  is  to  strive,  and  striving 
implies  pain.  Hartmann  admits  that  there  are  positive 
pleasures,  such  as  those  of  Science  and  Art,  which  do  not 
presuppose  any  antecedent  pain  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  his 
theory  of  consciousness  as  arising  out  of  opposition,  out  of 
contradiction,  leads  him  to  the  conclusion  that  "numerous 
difficulties  lie  in  the  way  of  the  theory  that  consciousness 
perceives  the  satisfaction  of  will,  while  pain  brings  conscious- 
ness with  itself." 

Kant  in  his  theory  of  desire  points  out  the  distinction 
between  emotion  (Affect)  and  passion  (Leiden schaft).  Desire 
(Begierde,  Appetitio)  is  the  spontaneous  direction  of  the  force 
of  a  subject  by  the  representation  of  something  that  is 
to  follow  as  the  possible  effect  of  this  force.  A  sensible, 
habitual  desire  is  called  an  inclination  (Neigxtmj).  An  inclina- 
tion which  is  little  or  not  at  all  under  the  control  of  reason  is 
passion  (Leidenschaft).  On  the  other  hand,  the  vivid  conscious- 
ness of  an  actual  pleasure  or  pain,  which  allows  of  no  reflection 


in  the  subject,  is  emotion  (Affect).  Emotion  is  a  seizure  of 
the  soul,  is  violent,  fleeting,  and  may  be  compared  to  intoxica- 
tion (Bausch).  Passion  moves  slowly,  reflects,  is  like  a  disease 
resulting  from  the  absorption  of  a  poison,  or  from  a  vitiated 
constitution.  Where  there  is  much  emotion,  as  with  the  French, 
there  is  usually  little  passion.  Emotion  is  like  water  bursting 
its  dykes,  passion  like  a  torrent,  which  cuts  an  ever  deeper  bed. 
As  examples  of  emotion,  Kant  cites  excessive  joy,  hopeless 
melancholy,  fright,  anger,  anxiety.  Among  the  passions  he 
makes  a  distinction  between  those  that  are  natural,  innate, 
ardent  (Passiones  ardentes),  such  as  love  of  liberty,  sexual  love  ; 
and  the  acquired  passions  which  are  calmer  (frigidac),  such  as 
ambition,  desire  of  ruling,  and  avarice. 

Herhart  :  Emotions  traced  to  the  Reciprocal  Action  of  Bepre- 
sentations. 

Herbart  and  his  disciples  sought  to  explain  the  whole  life 
of  mind,  and  hence  of  feeling,  by  the  reciprocal  action  of 
representations  or  perceptions  (aus  dem  gegenseitigen  Verhaltniss  der 
Vorstellungen)  :  and  thus  they  are  inclined,  like  Descartes,  to 
reduce  feeling  to  intelligence.  Herbart  distinguishes  two 
classes  of  feelings  :  those  which  depend  on  the  quality  of  the 
object  felt,  and  those  which  depend  on  the  condition  of  the 
feeling  subject.  The  former  have  their  principle  in  the  manner 
of  combination  of  the  partial  representations  of  which  they 
are  composed  ;  when  apperceived  these  are  aesthetic  feelings, 
when  not  apperceived  they  are  sensations.  The  latter,  which 
he  calls  emotions  (Affect),  depend  solely  on  the  co-operation  or 
reciprocal  opposition  of  the  representations,  and  not  on  the 
content  of  these  representations  (joy,  sadness,  hope,  fear).  For 
Herbart,  it  is  from  the  movement  of  the  representations  alone 
that  emotion  arises.  Desire  (Begehren)  is  the  presence  of  a 
representation  struggling  against  obstacles  and  thus  becoming 
the  principle  which  determines  the  other  representations. 
While  thus  returning  to  the  theory  of  feeling  as  a  mode  of 
intelligence,  Herbart  at  the  same  time  gives  a  new  form  to 
this  theory  :  by  making  feeling  depend  on  the  composition 
and  movement  of  the  representations,  he  draws  attention  to 
the  conditions  of  complex  sensations  and  feelings,  which  are  too 
often  overlooked. 
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HamMon  returns  to  the  Aristoidian  Them-y  of  Pleasure. 

Hamilton,  like  Kant,  defines  emotion  proper  as  the  capacity 
of  feeling  pleasure  and  pain  ;  in  his  theory  of  pleasvxre,  hovv- 
ever,  he  returns  to  the  theory  of  Aristotle,  and  athrms  that 
pleasure  is  the  result  of  activity. 

"A  feeling  of  pleasure  is  experienced,"  he  says,  "  when  any  power  is 
consciously  exercised  in  a  suitable  manner  ;  that  is,  when  we  are  ne.thei, 
on  the  one  hand,  conscious  of  any  restant  upon  the  energy  wh.ch  .t  is  de- 
posed spontaneously  to  put  forth,  nor,  on  the  "^-^  «°"~  f  ^^"^^ 
effort  in  it  to  put  forth  an  amount  of  energy  greater  either  in  degree  oi  m 
ontiauance  than  what  it  is  disposed  fully  to  exert.    In  other  words  w 
feel  positive  pleasure  in  proportion  as  our  powers  are  exercised  but  not 
overLercised;  we  feel  positive  pain  in  proportion  as  they  -e  conipe     d 
either  not  to  operate,  or  to  operate  too  much.      All  pleasure  th"B  ^'^ 
from  the  fi*e  play  of  our  faculties  and  capacities  ;  all  ^m  from  their 
compulsory  repression  or  compulsory  activity  "  {Lectures  II,  p.  4/  <  )• 

Th.  Jouffroy:   Distinction  between  the  Impulses  and  Feeliw) 
Proper.     Adolphe  Gamier. 

Th    Joufîroy,  the  translator  of  the  works  of  Eeid,  distin- 
guishes  as   ultimate,  "  firstly,   our   natural   primary   impulses 
or  that  collection  of  tendencies  or  instincts  which  impel  us 
towards  certain  ends  and  in   certain  directions  prior  to  all 
experience,  and  which  at  the  same  time  indicate  to  our  reason 
the  destiny  of  our  being  and  incite  our  activity  to  pursue  it  ; 
secondly,  feeling,  or  that  susceptibility  of  being  affected  pam- 
fuUy  or  pleasurably  by  any  internal  or  external  cause,  and  ot 
reacting  against  such  causes  by  movements  of  love  or  hate, 
desire  or  repugnance,  which  are  the  principle  of  all  passion 
(Mélanges  PhUos.,  p.  272).     While  distinguishmg,  like  Kant 
the    appetitive     faculty     from    feeling    (pleasure    and    pam) 
Jouffroy,  at  the  same  time,  regards  feeling  itself  as  belong- 
ing   to    appetite,  calling    it    love,  hatred,  and    desire       The 
sequence  of  the  phenomena  according  to  him  is  as  follows  : 
■primary    impulses    or    passions,    namely,    pleasure    or    pain, 
which    are    results  of    the  impulses  satisfied  or   thwarted- 
secondary    affections,    namely,    love    and    hatred.  ihese 

only  arise  in  ns  on  the  occasion  of  external  objects,  which, 
by  favouring  or  interfering  with  the  development  of  our 
primitive  passions,  excite  them  in  us  "  {Droit.  Nat.,  I,  p.  32). 
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The  theory  expounded  by  Garnier  in  his  Traité  des  facultés 
de  rame  humaine  differs  from  that  of  Jouffroy  rather  in 
language  than  in  substance.  With  Jouffroy  he  holds,  in 
the  first  place,  that  we  have  primary  tendencies  :  "  an  instinc- 
tive impulse  is  a  disposition  to  feel  pleasure  in  the  presence 
of  an  object  or  pain  in  its  absence,  or  to  feel  pleasure  in  the 
absence  of  the  object  and  pain  in  its  presence."  We  feel 
pleasure  or  pain  according  as  our  impulse  is  satisfied  or 
thwarted.  "  The  impulse  towards  pleasure  or  pain  precedes 
the  pleasure  or  pain."  Pleasure  and  pain  are  followed  by  love 
and  hatred.  "  When  the  pleasure  or  pain  have  been  ex- 
perienced, the  affection  becomes  love  or  hatred."  Pleasure  and 
pain  are  the  only  simple  primary  passions,  "all  the  others  are 
mixed  with  intellectual  elements  " — such  as  love,  hatred, 
desire,  aversion.  The  same  impulse  may  run  through  all  the 
passions.  We  have  here  an  obscurity  of  language  which  arises 
out  of  the  complexity  of  the  phenomena  themselves.  Pleasure 
and  pain  are  states  ;  and  as  applied  to  them  the  word 
"  passion  "  appears  to  be  taken  in  its  etymological  sense,  and 
to  signify  something  that  suffers,  or  is  passive  ;  but  love, 
hatred,  desire,  etc.,  imply  activity,  motion,  and  as  applied  to 
these  impulses  the  word  "  passion '^  appears  to  have  a  different 
meaning.  Garnier  distinguishes  the  impulses  as  they  are 
directed,  firstly  to  personal  objects,  secondly  to  impersonal 
objects  (the  true,  the  beautiful,  the  good);  thirdly,  to  living 
beings  (sociability,  family  love).  To  these  primary  impulses 
he  adds  certain  complex  passions,  such  as  friendship,  patriotism, 
and  the  love  of  God. 

Herbert  S;pencer  :  Evolutionist  Theory  ;  Principle  of  Heredity, 

To  the  Scottish  and  French  psychological  school  belongs  the 
credit  of  having  described  and  classified  mental  phenomena. 
Herbert  Spencer,  on  the  other  hand,  seeks  in  the  theory  of 
evolution,  the  principles  of  an  explanation  in  agreement  with 
the  general  laws  which,  according  to  him,  are  operative  in  all 
phenomena.  While  seeking  to  define  pleasure  and  pain,  Herbert 
Spencer  observes  that  there  is  a  pain,  or  rather  an  uneasiness, 
which  comes  from  a  state  of  inaction,  and  that,  on  the  other 
hand,  there  are  pains  of  an  opposite  kind  which  accompany 
excessive  action. 
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"  Thus  recognizing,  at  the  one  extreme,  the  negative  pains  of  inaction, 
called  cravings,  and,  at  the  other  extreme,  the  positive  pains  of  excessive 
action,  the  implication  is  that  pleasures  accompany  actions  lying  between 
these  extremes"  (Princïp.  of  Psychology^  Vol.  I,  p.  276,  2nd  Edn.). 

In  a  general  way,  therefore,  pleasure  corresponds  to  an 
activity  which  is  neither  too  small  nor  too  great.  But  here  we 
are  confronted  by  the  objections  brought  by  Stuart  Mill  against 
Hamilton's  doctrines.  For,  as  Mill  says:  Wliat  constitutes  a 
moderate  activity  ?  What  is  the  lowest  degree  of  pleasurable 
activity  above  which  there  is  pleasure,  and  the  higher  degree 
above  which  there  is  pain  ?  How  is  it  that  in  certain  states 
of  consciousness,  as  for  example  in  tasting  and  smelling,  some 
tastes  and  some  smells  are  always  disagreeable  no  matter 
what  their  intensity  may  be  ?  (Mill's  Exam,  of  Hamilton), 

The  only  reply  to  these  questions  is  to  be  found,  according 
to  Herbert  Spencer,  in  the  theory  of  evolution. 

"Those  races  of  beings  only  can  have  survived  in  which,  on  the  average, 
agreeable  or  desired  feelings  went  along  with  activities  conducive  to  the 
maintenance  of  life,  while  disagreeable  and  habitually-avoided  feelings 
went  along  with  activities  directly  or  indirectly  destructive  of  life" 
(Prineip.  of  Psychology,  Vol.  I,  p.  280,  2nd  Edn.). 

It  follows  that  there  may  be  actions  that  are  agreeable  or 
disagreeable  in  every  degree  ;  and  secondly,  that  as  the 
moderate  activities  are  the  only  ones  in  harmony  with  that 
normal  equilibrium  which  constitutes  health,  these  must 
produce  pleasure.  If  pleasure  is  not  an  infallible  guide,  it  is 
because  the  environment  of  the  animal  changes,  and  it  is 
sometimes  placed  in  new  conditions  to  which  it  is  not  yet 
adapted. 

How  then  are  we  to  explain  the  higher  forms  of  feeling,  or 
our  disinterested  affections  ?  On  this  point,  as  in  the  theory 
of  knowledge,  we  find  two  great  hypotheses.  According  to  the 
empiricists,  our  impulses  are  merely  habits  fixed  in  us  by  the 
experience  of  pleasure  and  pain,  and  consequently  they  vary 
with  the  temperament  and  education  of  individuals.  But, 
for  those  who  maintain  the  theory  of  innate  ideas  the 
principles  of  pleasure  and  pain,  otherwise  inexplicable,  are  to 
be  found  in  inborn  tendencies.  Herbert  Spencer  professes  to 
explain  the  forms  of  feeling  as  well  as  the  forms  of  intelligence, 
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by  a  theory  in  which  these  opposite  views  are  reconciled. 
"Those  psychical  states  which  we  class  as  feelings,  are  involved 
with,  and  inseparable  from  those  which  we  class  as  purely 
intellectual  processes  "  {Ihid.  p.  584,  1st  Edn.).  It  is,  there- 
fore, by  the  same  kind  of  progress  that  man  rises  to  a  higher 
knowledge  and  to  higher  emotions.  The  most  lofty  knowledge 
we  possess  is  made  up  of  very  simple  perceptions,  our  most 
elevated  feelings  are  the  result  of  the  composition  of  sensations. 
In  what  then  does  knowledge  differ  from  feeling  ?  •  We  can  see 
the  distinction  clearly  by  the  difference  between  sensation  and 
perception.  In  sensation,  we  are  conscious  of  certain  affections 
of  the  organism.  In  perception  we  are  conscious  of  relations 
between  these  affections.  In  perception  the  changes  of  state 
take  place  very  rapidly,  and  the  sensations  are  only  present 
just  long  enough  for  the  establishment  of  relations  between 
them,  and  consciousness  is  almost  entirely  occupied  with 
these  relations.  In  sensation,  on  the  other  hand,  the  changes 
take  place  with  comparative  slowness — "Or  more  probably 
when  like  affections  of  consciousness  are  not  permanently 
destroyed  by  tlie  changes,  but  continually  return,  and  are  thus 
only  broken  by  the  changes  so  far  as  is  needful  to  maintain 
consciousness  "  {Ihid,  p.  587). 

In  the  same  way,  feeling,  which  is  merely  a  more  or  less 
complex  compound  of  sensations  and  representations,  implies  a 
certain  duration  of  the  psychical  state.  When  a  series  of 
psychical  changes  take  place  within  an  instant,  there  can  be 
no  emotion.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  when  psychical  acts  are 
perfectly  automatic,  feeling  does  not  arise.  This  also  is  the 
reason  why  it  is  blunted  by  habit.  Feeling  being  a  compound, 
the  more  numerous  are  the  groups  of  secondary  feelings  of 
which  it  is  composed,  the  more  powerful  it  is.  The  higher  the 
evolution,  the  stronger  the  emotions.  The  passion  by  which 
the  sexes  are  united,  which  is  spoken  of  as  a  simple  feeling, 
love,  is  in  fact  the  most  complex  of  all  the  passions,  and  hence 
the  most  powerful.  "This  passion  fuses  into  one  immense 
aggregation  nearly  all  the  elementary  excitations  of  which  we 
are  capable,  and  from  this  results  its  irresistible  power  "  {Ihid. 
p.  602). 

The  active  and  impulsive  element  in  our  feelings  is  suffi- 
ciently explained  by  the  close  relation  between  stimulation  and 
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reaction,  which  has  been  proved  both  by  the  examination  of 
the  nervous  system  and  by  the  fact  of  reflex  motion. 

"  And  to  have  in  a  slight  degree  those  psychical  states  involved  in  the 
processes  of  catching,  killing,  and  eating,  is  to  have  the  desires  to  catch, 
kill,  and  eat.  That  the  propensities  to  the  acts  are  nothing  else  than 
nascent  excitations  of  the  psychical  states  involved  in  the  acts  is  clearly 
proved  by  the  natural  language  of  the  propensities"  {Ihid.  p.  596). 

So  far,  Herbert  Spencer  only  gives  a  more  precise  form  to 
the  empirical  theory  and  analytic  method.  But,  according 
to  him,  the  existence  of  primary  and  distinct  impulses  is 
a  necessary  result  of  evolution  and  heredity. 

"  As  the  forms  of  thought,  or  the  accumulated  and  transmitted  modifi- 
cation of  structure  produced  by  experience  lie  latent  in  each  newly-born 
individual,  are  vaguely  disclosed  along  with  the  first  individual  experience, 
and  are  gradually  made  definite  by  multiplication  of  such  individual 
experiences,  so  the  forms  of  feeling  likewise  lying  latent  are  feebly 
awakened  by  the  first  presentation  of  the  external  circumstances  to  which 
they  refer,  and  gradually  gain  that  degree  of  distinction  which  they  are 
capable  of  through  often -repeated  presentations  of  these  circumstances  " 
{Ibid.  Vol.  I,  p.  493,  2nd  Edn.). 

Conclusion. 

The  history  of  the  different  theories  which  have  been  held 
concerning  the  passions  and  the  emotions  is  instructive  in 
many  ways.  It  shows,  in  the  first  place,  how  difficult  it  is  to 
separate  psychology  from  systematic  philosophy.  The  views  of 
philosophers  regarding  the  emotional  side  of  human  nature 
vary  according  to  their  speculative  ideas  and  their  conceptions 
of  human  destiny.  The  Eationalists  hold  the  existence  of 
a  priori  elements  in  feeling  as  well  as  in  intelligence  ;  of 
primitive  affections  and  inclinations,  which,  as  they  exist  prior 
to  experience,  mark  out  broadly  in  advance  the  line  it  is  to 
take.  The  Empiricists  start  from  a  fact,  namely,  pleasure, 
and  will  see  in  the  affections  nothing  more  than  habits 
derived  from  experience,  varying  with  individuals,  and  without 
any  other  fixity  than  that  which  results  from  similarity  of 
circumstances.  But  here  the  most  recent  form  of  empiricism, 
by  the  substitution  of  heredity  for  habit,  seems  to  admit  of 
the  possibility  of  reconciliation  with  the  opposite  theory — 
at  least  in  the  domain  of  pure  psychology.  For  the  theory 
of  heredity  implies  innate  elements,  at   least  in   the   actual 
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individual,  who  is  the  true  object  of  psychology  properly  so 
called.  The  doctrine  of  origins  would  belong  then  to  what 
might  be  called  'psychological  embryology.  Moreover,  this  theory  1 1 
admits,  in  any  case,  of  the  existence  of  an  innate,  primary 
appetite  which  is  the  primum  movens  of  the  whole  sensitive 
and  emotional  development  of  man. 

It  is  also  impossible  not  to  perceive  how  theories  concerning 
pleasure  and  the  passions  have  been  influenced  by  the  different 
conceptions  of  human  destiny.  The  psychology  of  Aristippus 
and  Aristotle,  of  Epicurus  and  of  the  Stoics,  of  the  Christian 
philosophers  and  the  modern  pessimists,  can  only  be  interpreted 
through  their  views  on  the  moral  end  of  mankind.  According 
as  a  philosopher  is  weary  and  despondent,  or  courageously 
accepts  our  present  life,  or  even  sacrifices  it  to  a  future  and 
higher  life,  he  will  advance  different  theories  concerning  the 
nature  of  pleasure  and  the  passions.  The  indefiniteness  of 
words  has  done  much  to  prolong  discussion.  Nevertheless, 
even  the  divergencies  of  philosophers,  their  foregone  con- 
clusions, and  their  prejudices  have  not  been  unfruitful.  Each 
one  sees  what  he  does  see  all  the  better  because  it  is 
exaggerated  in  his  eyes  by  the  attention  he  devotes  to  it. 
Thus  in  these  exclusive  theories  many  subtle  analyses  are 
found,  by  means  of  which,  one  by  one,  the  divers  elements 
of  human  feelings  are  distinguished. 

A  complete  doctrine  would  be  one  that  had  profited  by 
all  the  efforts  we  have  reviewed;  by  the  theory  of  Aristotle  as 
well  as  by  that  of  Epicurus;  by  the  physiology  of  Descartes  and 
the  psychology  of  the  Scottish  philosophers;  by  the  metaphysics 
of  Spinoza  and  of  Leibnitz.  The  theories  of  the  empirical 
school  would  also  be  given  a  place,  and  would  be  found  to  have 
their  true  root  and  their  true  reason  in  the  speculations  of 
the  metaphysicians. 
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CHAPTER   IX  '^ 

PROBLEM   OF  FREEDOM 

■1, 

Rs  Man  free  ^  fcan  he  perform  of  two  possible  actions  either 
the  one  or  the  other,  of  his  own  choice,  without  being  forced 
thereto  by  any  internal  or  external  necessity  ?  Is  wliat  we 
call  "deliberation"  the  act  of  an  independent  being,  of  one  who 
is  his  own  master,  who  controls  his  actions  and  is  their  true 
cause  ?  Or  does  this  term  merely  express  the  equilibrium  or 
oscillation  of  the  forces  which  constitute  such  a  being,  and 
which  determine  his  action  by  inflexible  mechanical  laws  ? 
Such  is  the  problem  of  Freedom,  a  problem  formidable  both 
on  account  of  the  antinomies  it  suggests  and  of  its  logical 
relations  to  our  conceptions  of  the  univers^ 

'he  idea  of  Freedom  seems  to  contradict  the  laws  of  science, 
whîcîT  are  the  laws  of  Nature  herself.  It  breaks  the  continuity 
of  phenomena,  and  is  opposed  to  the  hypothesis  of  the  unity  of 
force  in  nature.  Freedom  seems  also  to  contradict  the  laws  of 
thought,  which  has  unity  only  in  virtue  of  the  principles  of 
causality  and  sufficient  reason.  Lastly,  Freedom  seems  to  be  a 
contradiction  of  the  attributes  of  God,  whose  foreknowledge 
embraces  all  time,  whose  providence  allows  nothing  to  remain 
outside  His  omnipotent  action.  And  yet  man  feels  that  he  is 
free  ;  the  notion  of  liberty  seems  to  be  inherent  in  the  notions 
of  justice,  of  responsibility,  of  merit  and  demerit,  reward  and 
punishment  ;  it  is  on  this  notion  that  the  wliole  practical  life 
of  mankind  rest|I7  On  this  ground  battle  has  been  waged  since 
the  beginning  of  philosoptiy.  And  the  history  of  this  contest 
is  a  curious  and  dramatic  one.      It  shows  on  the  one  hand  the 
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natural  tendency  of  the  human  mind  towards  unity,  and  on 
the  other  our  irresistible  consciousness  of  individuality,  of  multi- 
plicity, which  distinguishes  itself  from  unity  while  it  gives  it 
variety  and  wealth  of  content^ 

Notion    of  Res2')onsihility    with    the    Pythagoreans.      Eleatic 
I    and    Atomism    exclude    Freedom. 


first  Greek  philosophers  did  not  attempt  the  problem 
of~i>ee  Will,  for  the  excellent  reason  that  it  did  not 
present  itself  to  them.  They  were  occupied  mainly  with 
physical  questions,  they  had  not  yet  clearly  distinguished 
matter  from  life  and  mind.  Their  way  of  thinking  was 
at  once  synthetic,  concrete  and  confuseîj  The  Ionic  philo- 
sophers derived  the  world  and  all  its  particular  forms  from 
a  living  substance — water,  air  or  fire,  to  which  they  some- 
times, a  in  the  case  of  Heraclitus  and  Diogenes  Apollonius, 
attribute  intelligence.  As  this  principle  of  the  world  is 
at  once  physical  and  spiritual  it  becomes  the  human  soul 
by  a  natural  evolution.  y.lie  Pythagoreans  however  appear  to 
have  had  some  dim  perception  of  the  problem  of  freedom. 
It  was  as  a  punishment  for  sin  and  as  a  kind  of  expiation 
that  the  soul  was  thrown  into  the  body.  After  death  it  went  to 
Konnos  or  Tartarus  according  to  its  merit,  or  was  condemned 
to  make  new  peregrinations  through  the  bodies  of  men  or 
animals.  This  theory  seems  to  imply  a  notion  of  freedom,  but, 
"  we  do  not  know  whether  the  Pythagoreans  regarded  the 
union  of  the  soul  with  the  body  as  being  founded  on  choice  or 
on  a  natural  affinity,  or  on  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  gods  " 
(Zeller).  It  is  most  probable  that  the  question  never  arose 
with  them  and  that  they  included  the  transmigration  of  souls 
among  the  harmonious  movements  of  the  revolving  universe^ 

frhe  Eleatics  professed  a  kind  of  pantheism  in  which,  in  the 
supreme,  eternal,  immutable  principle,  both  the  corporeal  and 
the  incorporeal  are  merged.  t^Farmenides  and  Democritus  say 
that  everything  happens  by  necessity.  According  to  them 
the  same  principle  is  at  once  destiny,  justice,  providence  and 
cause  of  the  univer^ej  Hapfxei/lSrjç  koi  AtjfxoKpiroç  iravra  Kar 
amyKtjv  rtjv  avrrjv  S'  elvai  koll  el/ULapjuLévtjv  koi  SUrjv  kqi  irpovoiav  Kai 
KocT/jLOTToiov.  As  TCgards  Democritus  this  is  only  partly 
accurate.     Democritus  places  the  essence  of  the  àvayKtj  in  the 
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àvTiTVTrla  Km  (popa  koi  irXrjyt]  Tfjç  v\r]Ç,  that  is,  in  the  resistance, 
the     displacement,    the    impact    of    matter    (Plut,  de  Flac.    I, 

25,  26). 

^16  Atomists  find  the  ultimate  explanation  of  everything  in 
changes  of  situation  in  space,  and  of  these  changes  themselves 
in  the  impact,  {TrXtjyrj)  rehound,  TraX/xoç,  ctTroTraX/xoç  of  the 
atoms  which  are  determined  one  by  the  other  ad  infinitum. 
The  consequence  of  this  is  universal  necessity.  ovSev  Xi^5M« 
jjLOLTfjv  ylyverai,  aWa  iravra  e/c  Xoyov  re  kui  v-tt'  avayKrjç. 
Nothinghappens  by  chance,  everything  is  born  of  reason  and 
nécessité  (Stob.  EcL,  I,  160).  Democritus  accipere  maluit 
necessitate  omnia  fieri,  quam  a  corporihus  individuis  naturales 
înotus  avellere  (Cic,  de  Fat.  10,  23). 

1      Socrates:  No  One  is  Voluntarily  Wicked. 

The  speculative  scepticism  of  the  Sophists  resulted,  in 
pra  3tice,  in  the  absence  of  any  moral  principle,  in  the  insolence 
of  a  Callicles  who  accepted  no  rule  of  conduct  except  the  art 
of  satisfying  all  his  own  desires,  while  trading  on  popular 
credulity.  Individual  fancy  was  not  h;eedom,  but  the  capri- 
cious tyranny  of  desire  and  passion,  ^ocrâtes,  in  his  violent 
reaction  against  Sophistry,  indentified  morality  with  knowledge, 
maintaining  that  the  good,  being  the  same  as  the  true, 
imposes  itself,  as  soon  as  it  is  known,  irresistibly  on  the  will,  as 
on  the  intelligence.  Every  man  necessarily  wills  his  greatest 
good  or  his  true  happiness,  and  his  particular  acts  are  only  the 
means  to  this  universal  end.  Now,  the  greatest  good  of  an 
individual  is  the  good  itself.  It  is  therefore  enough  to  know 
the  good  in  order  to  practice  it.  All  virtue  is  knowledge 
\6yovc  tÙç  àperàç  œero  eîvai  {Nie.  Eth.  VI,  13,  1114,  b-29). 

/Hc  who  commits  evil  does  so  out  of  ignorance  and  because 
he  IS  mistaken  as  to  the  means  to  the  end  he  is  pursuing. 
The  wicked  man  does  not  really  do  what  he  wills,  although  he 
does  what  seems  to  him  to  be  the  good.  OvSeh  kœkoç  km'  èwl 
rà  KaKà  ovSelç  ckwv  epx^ai  (Protagoras,  358  c).  "  Eight  judg- 
ment, self-control,  prudence  and  temperance  he  did  not 
distinguish  (a-ocplav  Kal  aœcfypocrvvrjv  ov  SiwpilÇ^Ev)  ;  for  he  deemed 
that  he  who  knew  what  was  honourable  and  good  and  how  to 
practise  it,  and  who  knqw  what  was  dishonourable  and  how  to 
avoid    it,    was    both    prudent    and    temperate"    (Xen.    Mem, 


'■ 


i 


PROBLEM  OF  FREEDOM 


317 


III,  9).  They  asked  him  whether  he  considered  those  men  to 
be  wise  and  temperate  (<to(J)ovç  koi  èyKpareîç)  who  know 
what  they  ought  to  do,  and  do  the  contrary.     He  answered  : 

"  No  more  than  I  think  the  openly  imprudent  and  intemperate  to  be 
so  ;  for  I  consider  that  all  persons  choose  from  what  is  possible  what 
they  judge  for  their  interests,  and  do  it,  and  I  therefore  deem  those  who 
do  not  act  thus  judiciously  to  be  neither  prudent  nor  temperate.  He 
said,  too,  that  justice  and  every  other  virtue  was  (a  part  of)  prudence  for 
that  everything  just  and  everything  done  agreeably  to  virtue,  was 
honourable  and  good  (KaXd  tc  Kal  dyadd)  that  those  who  could  discern 
these  things  would  never  prefer  anything  else  to  them  "  (Xen.  Ibid.). 

M.  Fouillée  considers  that  in  order  to  establish  his  doctrine 
of  determinism,  Socrates  gives  here  a  reductio  ad  ahsurdum  of 
the  common  opinion,  according  to  which,  it  is  possible  for  any 
one  to  do  evil  voluntarily  even  when  he  knows  the  good.  The 
same  argument  is  reproduced  by  Xenophon  and  developed  by 
Plato  in  the  Hippias  Minor.  A  man  who  runs  badly  volun- 
tarily, would  be  better  than  one  who  runs  badly  unwillingly, 
through  a  natural  incapacity.  In  the  same  way  it  would  be 
better  to  limp,  to  sing  badly,  to  be  beaten  in  the  wrestling 
match  voluntarily  than  involuntarily.  For  he  who  in  all  these 
cases  voluntarily  does  things  badly  has  the  knowledge  of  good 
and  the  power  to  do  it.  So  also  in  the  moral  life,  the  voluntarily 
unjust  man  is  better  than  he  who  is  unjust  involuntarily,  for 
he  knows  justice  and  is  capable  of  practising  it.  "  There  I 
cannot  agree  with  you,"  says  Hippias— "  Nor  can  I  agree  with 
myself,"  Socrates  replies,  'and  yet  that  seems  to  be  the 
conclusion  which,  as  far  as  we  can  see  at  present,  must  follow 
from  our  argument.'  "  This  .paradox  is  an  argument  against 
free  will.  A  good  runner  might  run  badly  because  he  has 
some  higher  end  in  view;  but  a  man  who  knows  the  good 
cannot  be  determined  to  evil  by  an  idea  of  a  good  that  is  higher 
than  the  true  good.  The  hypothesis  of  free  will  is  refuted  by 
the  absurd  consequences  it  involves;  the  knowledge  of  the 
good  is  irresistible. 

Plato  Modifies  the  Doctrine  of  Socrates  :  Opinion  and  Science. 

Plato,  while  holding  with  Socrates  that  our  will  tends 
necessarily  to  the  good,  at  the  same  time  modifies  his  master's 
doctrine.  According  to  him  there  is  in  the  soul  an  irrational 
part  always  ready  to  revolt.     Opinion,  (So^a),  having  no  firm 
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basis  and  being  easily  shaken,  is  not  strong  enough  to  struggle 
against  this  irrational  element.  Man  may  therefore  do  the 
contrary  of  that  which  appears  to  him  to  be  the  good.  True 
science  alone  is  invincible.  But  opinion  is  a  kind  of  ignorance, 
it  only  comes  upon  the  truth  by  chance.  For  Plato,  as  for 
Socrates,  virtue  is  therefore  the  determination  of  the  will  by 
the  knowledge  of  the  good  ;  it  is  true  freedom,  true  happi- 
ness ;  the  wicked  man  is  ignorant,  unhappy,  and  a  slave. 

Plato  sometimes  appears  to  transfer  the  freedom  of  our 
present  life  into  a  prior  existence.  Although  in  the  Phœdrus 
{248  c)  he  shows  us  the  souls  falling  by  a  kind  of  chance  (aw- 
Tv^la  tlvl),  yet  in  the  tenth  book  of  the  Eepuhlic  (618  c-619  b)  he 
represents  them  as  choosing  their  future  state  :  "  the  respon- 
sibility is  with  the  chooser,  God  is  justified."  Is  then  the 
whole  future  life  of  a  man  decided  by  his  own  free  choice  ? 
Hc.s  the  determination  of  our  present  particular  acts  its 
principle  in  an  absolutely  free  act  done  in  a  former  state  of 
existence  ?  Did  Plato  in  a  manner  divine  Kant's  noumenal 
freedom  ?  No  !  The  choice  is  determined  by  the  state  of  the 
soul  which  chooses,  and  depends  upon  its  relative  knowledge 
of  the  good.  "  Let  each  one  of  us  leave  every  other  kind  of 
knowledge  and  seek  and  follow  one  thing  only,  if  peradventure 
he  may  be  able  to  learn,  and  may  find  some  one  who  will 
make  him  able  to  learn  and  to  discern  between  good  and 
evil,  so  as  to  choose  always  and  everywhere  the  better  life  as 
he  has  opportunity  "  {Rep.  618). 

Aristotle  refutes  Socrates  and  Plato;  Proof  of  Freedom  from 
Respo7isihility  and  hy  Psychological  Analysis;  Consequences  of 
Freedom. 

Aristotle  refutes  the  arguments  of  Socrates  and  Plato. 

'*  Socrates,  indeed,  contested  the  whole  position,  maintaining  that 
there  is  no  such  thing  as  incontinence  :  when  a  man  acts  contrary  to 
what  is  best,  he  never,  according  to  Socrates,  has  a  right  judgmeut  of 
the  case,  but  acts  so  by  reason  of  ignorance.  Now  this  theory 
evidently  conflicts  with  experience  .  .  .  There  are  other  people  {rives j 
Plato)  who  in  part  agree  and  in  part  disagree  with  Socrates.  They  allow 
that  nothing  is  able  to  prevail  against  knowledge,  but  do  not  allow  that 
men  never  act  contrary  to  what  seenis  best  ;  and  so  they  say  that  the 
incontinent  man,  when  he  yields  to  pleasure,  has  not  knowledge,  but  only 
opinion.  .  .  .     But  if,  in  truth,  it  be  only  opinion  and  not  knowledge, 


and  if  it  be  not  a  strong  but  a  weak  belief  or  judgment  that  opposes  the 
desires  (as  is  the  case  when  a  man  is  in  doubt),  we  pardon  a  man  for  not 
abiding  in  it  in  the  face  of  strong  desires,  but,  in  fact,  we  do  not  pardon 
vice  or  anything  else  that  we  call  blameable"  {Nicom.  Ethics,  VII,  2). 

Ptesponsibility  implies  freedom.  If  we  adopt  the  view  held 
by  Plato  and  Socrates  there  is  no  merit  in  virtue  any  more 
than  there  is  demerit  in  vice. 

"And  so  the  saying,  'none  would  be  wicked,  none  would  be  blessed,' 
seems  partly  false  and  partly  true  ;  no  one  indeed  is  blessed  against  his 
will,  but  vice  is  voluntary.  If  we  deny  this  we  must  dispute  the  state- 
ments made  just  now,  and  must  contend  that  man  is  not  the  originator 
and  the  parent  of  his  actions,  as  of  his  children"  {Ibid.  Ill,  5). 

This  indirect  proof  of  freedom  is  confirmed  by  psychological 
analysis.  The  will  {/BovXtjcriç)  is  a  rational  and  painless 
inclination,  the  object  of  which  is  the  real  or  apparent  good. 
It  is  a  form  of  that  desire  (ope^J^),  by  which  the  whole  of 
nature  is  carried  on  towards  perfection.  The  end  of  the  will 
must  be  the  good  ;  but  this  universal  end  does  not  determine 
the  means.  Our  particular  acts  are  contingent  and  depend  on 
our  choice.  Choice  {irpaalpea-iç)  is  distinct  from  desire  and 
passion,  since  it  is  often  in  conflict  with  them;  it  is  also 
distinct  from  opinion  and  knowledge,  since  it  is  not  always  he 
who  has  the  most  correct  knowledge  that  acts  the  best.  We 
deliberate  on  future  things,  which  it  depends  on  us  to  do  or 
not  to  do,  and  about  which  a  choice  is  possible.  Our  deter- 
mination is  not  the  result  of  inclination  alone,  nor  of 
reflection  alone,  but  implies  both  inclination,  since  it  tends 
towards  good,  and  reasoning,  since  it  is  the  result  of  delibera- 
tion. A  free  act  is  one  which  is  deliberate  {to  ckovo-iov 
7rpo/3e^ov\eviuL€vov).  Freedom  belongs  to  a  being  who  is  at 
once  intelligent  and  sensitive,  whose  actions  are  not  necessarily 
determined  either  by  his  ideas  or  his  desires,  but  who  pursues 
happiness  by  directly  intervening  in  his  own  actions. 

If  our  freedom  is  a  reality  and  not  an  illusion,  it 
follows  that  we  cannot  foresee  everything  in  the  sequence  of 
phenomena  ;  that  it  is  possible  for  man  to  introduce  into  the 
world  unexpected  acts,  and  that  of  two  contradictory  pro- 
positions bearing  on  the  future,  one  is  not  necessarily  true  and 
the  other  false  at  the  moment  they  are  uttered.     The  existence 
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of  free  will  alters  the  theory  of  contradictory  propositions. 
The  psychological  problem  becomes  now  a  metaphysical  and 
logical  problem,  and  the  solution  of  the  former  involves  that 
of  the  latter.  Aristotle  sees  these  consequences  and  un- 
hesitatingly accepts  them. 

"If  every  affirmation  or  negation  is  either  true  or  false,  it  is  also 
necessary  that  everything  must  either  be  or  not  be  ;  for,  if  one  man  says 
that  a  thing  will  be  and  another  denies  the  same,  one  of  them  must 
evidently  speak  the  truth,  if  every  affirmation  or  negation  be  either  true 
or  false.  Indeed  there  is  nothing  which  either  is,  or  is  generated 
fortuitously,  nor  casually,  nor  is  there  anything  that  has  the  power  either 
to  be  or  not  to  be,  but  all  things  are  from  necessity,  and  not  due  to  chance. 

.  .  [Otherwise]  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  deliberate  nor  to  reflect 
before  we  act.  .  .  .  But  that  is  impossible  ;  for  we  see  that  there  is  a 
beginning  of  future  things  both  from  our  deliberation  and  from  our 
practice,  and  among  those  things  which  have  not  always  an  actual  existence 
there  are  some  which  may  either  be  or  not  be,  in  the  case  of  which 
it  is  possible  either  that  they  may  be  or  not  be,  or  that  they  may  be 
either  generated  or  not  generated.  It  is  therefore  evident  that  all 
things  neither  are,  nor  are  generated  by  necessity,  but  that  some  things 
subsist  casually,  and  that  their  affirmation  is  not  more  true  than  their 
negation  "  {Orgaîwîi,  Ch.  IX). 

The  Stoics:  Physical,  Logical,  and  Ethical  Proofs  of 
Determinism. 

After  Plato  and  Aristotle,  rival  schools,  each  of  which 
claimed  to  have  found  the  secret  of  happiness,  were  further 
divided  on  the  subject  of  freedom.  We  can  here  only  give  a 
summary  of  a  dispute  which  lasted  through  many  centuries. 
The  subtleties  of  a  logic  that  was  sometimes  sophistical,  the 
arguments  of  common  sense,  psychological  analysis,  physical 
and  metaphysical  hypotheses,  all  of  which  have  since  been 
resumed,  developed,  and  completed,  had  their  beginning  in  the 
schools  of  Greece.  For  the  Stoics,  the  world  was  a  whole 
sympathetic  to  itself  (ttclv  arvjuLTraOeç  eavrœ),  a  kind  of  immense 
animal,  filled  in  all  its  parts  by  the  one  soul,  and  vibrating  all 
over  at  the  slightest  movement.  The  negation  of  freedom  was 
a  necessary  consequence  of  this  pantheism. 

The  Stoics  multiplied  arguments  in  favour  of  determinism. 
Everything,  they  said,  goes  to  prove  it.  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
proved  by  logic.  Of  two  contradictory  propositions  one  is 
necessarily  true;  therefore  of  these  two  propositions,  'A  will  be, 


'A  will  not  be,'  the  necessity  of  one  at  the  moment  I  speak 
excludes  the  possibility  of  the  other  :  Ex  omne  aeternitate  fiuens 
Veritas  sempiterna  (Cic.  Be  Divin,  I,  55).  In  the  second  place, 
determinism  is  proved  by  the  laws  of  nature.  These  are 
the  principle  of  causality — the  principle  that  nothing 
happens  without  anterior  cause  (for,  to  say  that  something 
exists  without  a  cause  is  to  say  that  something  comes  from 
nothing)  ;  and  the  principle  of  design.  The  world  is  not  an 
ill-constructed  poem  made  up  of  scraps  and  pieces.  All  things 
in  it  work  together.  It  expresses  the  unity  of  a  providential 
design,  in  which  the  capricious  interference  of  a  chance  power, 
like  free  will,  is  not  tolerated.  Thirdly,  determinism  is  proved  by 
common  sense  and  the  beliefs  that  are  most  dear  to  mankind. 
Prophecy  implies  foreknowledge  and  foreknowledge  determinism. 
It  is  because  nothing  is  left  to  chance,  because  all  things  hang 
together  and  work  together  that  an  inspired  mind  can  see  the 
future  in  the  present,  discern  in  the  flight  of  birds  or  the 
entrails  of  victims  signs  of  future  things.  To  accept  free  will 
is  to  break  the  bond  by  which  man  is  united  to  the  gods,  and 
to  deprive  him  of  the  precious  help  of  the  divine  counsels. 
Finally,  determinism  is  proved  even  by  morality.  The  serenity 
(evapea-Trja-ic)  of  the  sage  is  only  possible  through  the  provi- 
dential necessity  which  leaves  no  room  for  regrets. 

Pressed  by  their  opponents,  the  Stoics  sought  to  disguise 
the  repulsive  consequences  of  their  doctrine.  Chrysippus,  the 
great  doctor  of  the  school,  attempted  to  bring  about  a  kind  of 
reconciliation  between  determinism  and  freedom.  It  is  not 
correct  to  say  that  everything  is  necessary,  for  the  contrary  of 
what  happens  is,  in  itself,  logically  possible.  To  us  who  do  not 
know  what  it  is  that  makes  the  fact  inevitable,  it  is  as  if 
it  were  not  determined,  and  we  should  act  as  if  we  were  free. 
The  consequence  of  determinism  is  not  inertia  ;  facts  are  only 
necessities  in  relation  to  other  facts,  tarn  necesse  est  medicum 
appellare  quam  convalescere  (Cic.  De  Fato,  12). 

There  remains  the  question  of  moral  responsibility.  It  is 
falsely  said  that  circumstances  fashion  men's  conduct,  for  men 
of  different  characters  do  not  behave  in  the  same  way  under 
the  same  circumstances.  We  are  determined  by  facts,  ut  mentis 
proprietas  et  qualitas  est  (Aulus  Gellius,  Nodes  Att,  VII,  2). 
We  must  distinguish  the  causae  principales  and  the  causae  adju- 
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vantes  {De  Fato,  18).  Chrysippus  illustrated  this  by  a  cylinder 
on  an  inclined  plane.  It  requires  an  impetus  to  set  the 
cylinder  in  motion  (causae  adjuvantes),  but  it  is  on  account  of 
its  form  that  it' rolls  down  {causae  principales).  In  the  same 
way  events  are  an  impetus  to  man,  but  it  is  his  character  that 
determines  the  way  he  will  move  {Ihicl,  18).  However,  all 
these  subtleties  do  not  prove  the  freedom  of  our  will,  but  only 
a  sort  of  spontaneity,  a  determinism  by  character,  as  opposed 
to  determinism  by  things. 

Epicurus  :  the  Clinamen  or  Swerving  of  the  Atoms,  and  Free- 
dom in  Man. 

In  connection  with  the  subject  of  free  will  Epicurus  appears, 
curiously  enough,  as  the  disciple  of  Aristotle  (Guyau,  Revue 
philos.  July,  ]  877). 

"  It  would  be  better  to  follow  the  fables  about  the  gods  than  to  be  a 
slave  to  the  fate  of  the  natural  philosopher  ;  for  the  fables  which  are  told 
give  us  a  hope  of  being  able  to  move  the  gods  by  honouring  them,  but 
one  cannot  turn  aside  necessity,  dTrapalr-qTov  -rqv  dvdyKrjv"  (Epicurus 
apud  D.  L.  X,  134). 

Where  shall  we  find  a  principle  by  which  the  links  of  fate 
may   be   broken,   and  cause   prevented   from  following   cause 

ad  infinitum  ? 

Prindpium  quoddam,  quod  fati  fœdera  rumpat, 

Ex  infinito  ne  causam  causa  seqiiatur  (Lucr.  II,  255). 

.  As  a  way  of  escape  from  determinism  (ottwç  rà  è^'  h^^v  ^ih 
à-TToXfjTaL,  Plut,  de  Solert.  Aniw,.  7),  Epicurus  endows  the  atoms 
with  a  spontaneous  power  of  moving  themselves,  analogous  to 
that  of  which  experience  maks  us  feel  the  reality  in  ourselves. 
"  The  action  first  commences  in  the  will  of  the  mind,  and  next  is  trans- 
mitted through  the  whole  body  and  frame  (Lucr.,  II,  269).  As  nothing 
comes  from  nothing,  the  power  which  is  in  us  must  have  its  cause  in  the 
germs  of  things,  in  the  atoms." 

Qmre  in  seminihus  quoque  idem  fateare  necesse  est, 
Esse  aliam,  prœter  plaças  et  pondéra,  causam 
Motihiis  unde  hœc  est  nobis  innata  potestas  : 
De  nihilo  quoniam  fieri  nil  posse  videmur  (11,  284). 

This  cause  is  the  clinamen,  the  power  of  the  atoms  to 
swerve  from  the  straight  line  into  which  they  are  impelled  by 
necessity  ;  in  a  wçrd,  the  power  of  creating  a  new  movement 
by  an  arbitrary  change  of  direction. 
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"That  the  mind  itself  does  not  feel  an  internal  necessity  in   all   its 
actions,  and  is  not  as  it  were  overmastered  and  compelled  to  bear  and 
put  up  with  this,  is  caused  by  a  minute  swerving  of  first  beginnings,  at 
no  fixed  part  of  space  and  no  fixed  time  "  {Ibid.  290  sq.). 
Id  facit  exiguum  clinamen  principiormn 
Nee  ratione  loci  certa,  nee  tempore  certo  {Ibid.  292-3). 

Thus  our  freedom  does  not  place  us  outside  the  laws  of 
nature;  it  is  only  a  form  of  the  universal  contingency  of  things. 
If  everything  is  determined, 

Libera  per  terras  unde  hœc  animantibits  e.vstat, 
Unde  est  hœc,  inquam,  fatis  avolsa  potestas, 
Per  quam  progredimur  quo  ducit  quemque  voluntas  ? 
Declinamits  item,  motu^,  nee  tempore  certo. 
Nee  regione  loci  certa,  sed  ut  ipsa  tidit  mens. 
**  We  change  the  direction  of  our  motions  neither  at  a  fixed  time  nor 
fixed  place,  but  when  and  where  the  mind  itself  has  prompted"  {Ibid.  256). 

Epicurus  attacks  the  doctrine  of  logical  determinism  as  well 
iis  that  of  physical  determinism.  He  declares  with  Aristotle 
that  of  two  contrary  propositions  concerning  a  future  event, 
neither  the  one  nor  the  other  taken  individually  is  necessarily 
true.  He  also  attacks  the  doctrine  of  moral  determinism,  and 
restores  to  the  notion  of  responsibility  its  former  value, 
"Necessity  is  an  irresponsible  power,  and  fortune  is  unstable, 
while  our  will  is  free:  and  this  freedom  constitutes,  in  our 
case,  a  responsibility  which  makes  us  encounter  blame  and 
praise"  (D.  L.  x,  133). 

Opposition  of  the  New  Academy  to  the  Stoic  Dogmatism. 
Carneades  :  Freedom  a  Cause. 

Carneades  accepted  neither  the  Stoic  nor  the  Epicurean 
-doctrines.  There  was  at  that  time  a  keen  and  continuous 
struggle  between  the  three  great  scliools  which  were  disputing 
the  possession  of  men's  minds.  The  probabilists  of  the  Middle 
and  New  Academy  endeavoured  to  overthrow  the  Stoic  dogma- 
tism ;  Carneades,  parodying  a  celebrated  line  used  to  say  el  ^t] 
yap  ^v  X^ovcriTTiroç,  ovk  av  rjv  eyio  (instead  of  crroa). 

The  Epicureans,  according  to  him,  might  have  proved  their 
thesis  of  freedom  without  encumbering  themselves  with  the 
dinamen.  His  argument  is  remarkable  in  that  it  is  purely 
psychological  ;  it  is,  in  fact,  the  argument  of  Eeid,  Victor  Cousin, 
-and  Jouffroy. 
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"  For  in  saying  '  without  cause,'  we  mean  without  antecedent  external 
cause,  not  without  any  cause  whatever.  As  when  we  say  that  a  vessel  is 
empty,  we  do  not  mean  empty  in  the  sense  of  the  natural  philosopher, 
who  denies  the  existence  of  absolute  emptiness,  but  we  merely  mean  that 
the  vessel  contains  no  water,  wine,  oil,  or  other  liquor.  So  when  we  say 
that  our  soul  is  moved  without  cause,  we  mean  without  antecedent  ex- 
trinsic cause,  not  independently  of  all  cause  whatever.  As  of  an  atom, 
when  it  moves  through  void  space  by  its  specific  gravity,  we  may  say  that 
its  motion  has  no  cause,  meaning  no  cause  extrinsic  to  itself.  Therefore, 
not  to  expose  ourselves  to  the  ridicule  of  the  natural  philosophers  by 
asserting  that  anything  happens  without  a  cause,  we  must  distinctly 
propound  that  the  nature  of  an  atom  is  such  that  it  may  be  moved  by  it» 
own  specific  gravity,  and  that  its  intrinsic  nature  is  the  very  cause  of  its 
motion.  And  in  the  same  manner  we  need  not  seek  for  an  external  cause 
for  the  voluntary  motions  of  the  mind.  For  such  is  the  nature  of 
voluntary  motion,  that  it  must  needs  be  in  our  own  power,  and  depend  on 
ourselves,  otherwise  it  is  not  voluntary.  And  yet  we  cannot  say  that  the 
motion  of  our  free-will  is  an  effect  without  a  cause,  for  its  proper  nature 
is  the  cause  of  this  eifect  "  (Cic.  De  Fato). 

This  is  the  argument  of  the  modern  upholders  of  free  will  ; 
the  principle  of  causality  is  not  violated  by  the  freedom  of  our 
will,  because  freedom  is  itself  a  cause,  the  nature  of  which  is 
to  be  free. 

NeO'Flatonism  :  Metaphysical  and  Theological  Difficulties, 

The  Neo-Platonists  accepted  and  defended  the  freedom  of  man, 
but  they  did  not  succeed  in  reconciling  it  with  their  meta- 
physical and  religious  doctrines,  nor  even  with  their  theory  of 
the  soul.  Plotinus  says  more  than  once  that  our  will  is  free,, 
that  virtue  has  no  master,  aperr]  àSéa-Troroç,  that  each  man 
bears  the  punishment  of  his  misdeeds.  Without  free  will  we 
should  be,  not  men,  not  independent  subjects,  but  particles 
carried  along  by  the  universal  movement.     If  all  things  be 

subject  to  necessity,  ev  ea-Tai  Ta  iravra.  ÇlarTC  out€  rj^eîç  fj^etç^ 
ovT€  Ti  rtiJi€T€pov  epjov  ovSe  Xoyil^o/uLeOa  avroi,  aXX'  erepou 
Xoyiar/JLOÇ  rà  ruuLerepa  ^ouXev/naTa  ovSe  irparrofiev  ^fieîç 
{Enneades  III,  I,  Ch.  IV).  "In  that  case  we  shall  not  be 
ourselves.  No  action  would  be  our  own.  It  would  no  longer 
be  we  ourselves,  but  another  principle  that  was  reasoning, 
willing,  and  acting  in  us."  The  fatalism  of  astrology  deprives 
us  of  our  will,  our  passions,  our  vices,  and  makes  of  us  stones 
carried  along  down  an   inclined  plane  (XiOoi  (pepofxevoi),  not 
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men  possessing  activity  of  themselves  and  by  nature  (III,  1,  5). 
But,  having  accepted  free  will,  how  are  we  to  reconcile  it  with 
Providence,  with  the  organic  harmony  of  the  world  ?  Plotinus 
replies  that  virtue  is  free,  but  that  each  of  its  acts  is  included 
in  the  whole  of  things,  that  each  one  plays  his  own  part,  but 
is  o-iven  by  the  author  of  the  universal  drama  the  role  that 
suits  him  best  (Ibid.  IV,  4,  39). 

But  there  is  another  difficulty.  Plotinus  says  that  virtue 
has  no  master,  that  the  wicked  man  condemns  himself  ;  but  on 
the  other  hand  he  affirms,  like  Plato,  that  all  evil-doing  is 
involuntary,  that  the  good  alone  are  free,  and  that  there  is  true 
freedom  only  in  pure  contemplative  activity.  Plotinus  re- 
plies, as  the  Stoics  had  already  done,  that  he  who  follows 
his  nature  is  free  because  he  depends  on  no  one  but 
himself,  and  again,  that  though  involuntary,  the  action  is 
still  attributed  to  him  who  accomplishes  it,  because  it  is 
he  who  does  the  evil  (Ibid.  Ill,  2,  10).  lambhchus  was 
anxious  to  reconcile  freedom  with  divination,  for  it  was  in 
this  form  that  the  antinomy  between  freedom  and  foreknow- 
ledge, the  solution  of  which  was  sought  later  by  theologians, 
presented  itself  to  philosophers  at  that  time.  The  Stoics,  in 
order  to  preserve  divination,  sacrificed  free  will;  lamblichus,  like 
the  Christian  doctors,  desired  to  reconcile  the  two  terms,  but 
he  did  no  more  than  assert  that  even  what  is  undetermined 
and  uncertain  is  known  with  certainty  by  the^  gods.^  They 
know  the  present,  the  past,  and  the  future,  fiia  koi  wpia-^iivtJ 
Koi  àixeTa^iru)  yvwfrei.  They  know  the  indeterminate  as 
determinate,  aopia-rov  wpiariiiepœç,  as  well  as  the  successive  in  the 
eternal.  This  is  the  solution  afterwards  given  by  the  theo- 
logians. But  is  an  antinomy  solved  by  simply  accepting  its  two 
terms  without  discussion  ?  The  precise  problem  to  be  solved 
is  how  it  is  possible  for  a  thing  that  is  uncertain  and 
undetermined  to  be  foreseen  with  certainty  ? 

St.  Augustine  :  The  Will  is  Free  ;  Foreknowledge  and  Provi- 
dence ;  Freedom  and  Grace.     Thomas  Aquinas  and  Duns  Scotus, 

With  the  Christian  theologians  the  problem  of  free  will 
takes  the  following  form  :  admitting  the  existence  of  free  will 
as  necessary  for  the  justification  of  God  and  for  the  moral  life 
of  man,  how  is  it  to  be  reconciled  with  divine  foreknowledge 
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and  with  grace  ?  According  to  St.  Augustine,  the  very  notion  of 
will  implies  freedom.  It  is  a  sophism  to  oppose  the  concatena- 
tion of  causes  to  the  freedom  of  our  volition.  Volition  is  not 
an  effect,  it  is  the  cause  of  all  human  actions.  The  will  is  the 
foundation  and,  as  it  were,  the  substance  of  all  the  actions  of 
a  spiritual  life  :  Voluntas  est  quippe  in  omnibus  :  imo  omnes 
nihil  aliud  quam  vohmtates  sunt  (Aug.  Dc  Civ.  Dei,  XIV,  6). 
The  will,  far  from  being  determined  by  intelligence,  precedes 
it  ;  to  know  and  to  possess  the  good  we  must  love  and  will  it. 
But,  as  theologian,  he  takes  away  from  us  all  that  was 
conceded  by  the  psychologist:  St.  Augustine  is  indignant 
with  those  who  would  deprive  providence  of  the  determination 
of  human  actions. 

"  Now  the  expression,  '  Once  hath  He  spoken,'  is  to  be  understood  as 
meaning  '  immovably,'  that  is,  '  unchangeably,'  hath  he  spoken.  But  it 
does  not  follow  that  though  there  is  for  God  a  certain  order  of  all  causes, 
there  must,  therefore,  be  nothing  depending  on  the  free  exercise  of  our 
own  wills.  Our  wills  themselves  are  included  in  that  order  of  causes 
which  is  certain  to  God,  and  embraced  by  His  foreknowledge,  for  human 
wills  are  also  causes  of  human  actions  .  .  .  and,  therefore  whatever  power 
they  have,  they  have  it  within  most  certain  limits  ;  and  whatever  they 
are  to  do  they  are  most  assuredly  to  do  "  {I)e  Civ.  Dei,  III,  9).  "  How  can 
God  foreknow  the  possible,  what  may  or  may  not  be  ?  In  the  Eternal 
nothing  passeth  away,  but  the  whole  is  present"  (Conf.  XI,  11).  "The 
words  '  never,'  *  before,'  '  at  that  time,'  have  no  signification  in  the  divine 
life  "  (Conf.  XI,  13,14,30). 

God  both  sees  together  and  is  the  author  of  all  the 
phenomena  which  unfold  themselves  in  time.  Contingent 
things  do  not  take  place  because  God  foresees  them,  but  God 
foresees  them  because  they  will  take  place. 

There  remains  the  question  of  grace.  The  freedom  of  Adam 
was  posse  non  peccare,  the  being  able  not  to  sin.  The  freedom 
of  the  blessed  is  the  non  posse  peccare,  the  impossibility  of 
sinning.  In  consequence  of  original  sin,  the  present  state  of 
man  is  the  non  posse  non  peccare  (not  to  be  able  not  to  sin). 
Human  will  is  therefore  powerless  without  grace.  Anything 
good  that  man  does  is  done  by  God  in  him  :  potestas  nostra 
ipse  est,  He  Himself  is  our  power. 

"*  Therefore,'  says  Pelagius,  *God  foresaw  who  would  be  holy  and 
immaculate  by  the  choice  of  their  free-will,  and  on  that  account 
elected  them  before  the  foundation  of  the  world  in  that  same  foreknow- 
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ledge  of  His  in  which  He  foreknew  that  they  would  be  such.  Therefore 
He  elected  them,'  says  he,  '  before  they  existed,  predestinating  them  to 
be  children  whom  he  foreknew  to  be  such  as  would  be  holy  and  immacu- 
late '  "  (Aug.  De  Praedest.  Sanct.  X). 

St.  Augustine  rejects  this  doctrine.  He  even  attacks  the 
semi-Pelagians,  who  allowed  to  the  freedom  of  the  will  the 
initiative  of  good,  a  kind  of  spontaneous  solicitation  of  grace, 
maintaining  that  efficacious  grace  determines  and  precedes 
this  desire  of  the  good  or  this  appeal  to  God.  Hence  his 
conclusion  is  absolute  predestination.  Freedom,  which  seemed 
to  be  man's  all,  was  only  used  once  by  Adam  for  his  damnation: 
hinc  est  unirersa  generis  humani  massa  damnata,  quoniam  qui 
hoc  primitus  admisit,  cum  ea  quae  in  illo  fuerat  radicata  sua 
stirpe  punitus  est,  ut  nullus  ah  hoc  justo  debitoque  supplicio  nisi 
miscricordia  et  indeUta  gratia  liberetur.  Such  was  St.  Augus- 
tine's hard  doctrine.  Even  Bossuet  admits  that  it  has  "  des 
inconvénients  fâcheux." 

Aquinas,  the  angelic  doctor,  amends  St.  Augustine's 
doctrine.  He  gives  a  clear  statement  of  the  objection  that 
springs  from  foreknowledge. 

"  All  that  is  known  by  God  must  necessarily  be  ;  for  even  that  which 
we  know  necessarily  is  ;  and  God's  knowledge  is  more  certain  than  ours. 
But  of  no  future  contingent  thing  can  it  be  said  that  it  necessarily  must 
be.  Therefore  no  future  contingent  thing  is  known  by  God."  The 
answer  runs  thus  :  "  Omnia  quae  sunt  in  tempore,  sunt  Deo  ah  aetemio 
praesentia.  God  knows  all  things,  not  only  those  which  actually  exist, 
but  also  those  which  either  He  Himself  or  any  creature  can  bring  forth. 
Thus  all  future  contingent  things  as  they  are  in  themselves  and  accordmg 
to  their  actual  condition  are  known  to  Him  all  at  once  and  infallibly .... 
Eternity  exists  as  a  whole,  and  embraces  all  time  ;  whence  it  is  clear  that 
contingent  things  are  infallibly  known  to  God  in  so  far  as  they  are 
present  before  the  divine  vision,  and  that  at  the  same  time  contingent 
things  are  future  when  compared  with  their  immediate  causes"  {Summxi 
Theol.  I,  Qu.  14  a,  13). 

Imagine  a  man  standing  on  the  top  of  a  tower  who  sees 
at  one  view  travellers  passing  in  the  road,  whom,  if  he  were 
lower  down,  he  would  only  perceive  one  after  the  other.  It 
is  thus  with  God.  From  the  heights  of  immovable  eternity 
He  sees  at  once  all  the  successive  acts  of  His  creatures,  and 
whUe  He  sees  them  by  His  prescience,  He  at  the  same  time 
determines    them    by  His    providence.       Thus,   according    to 
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Aquinas,  our  free  acts  are  not  only  foreseen  but  pre- 
determined. This  is  called  the  theory  of  physical  premotion. 
God  wills  and  foresees  all  our  actions.  He  wills  that  they 
should  be  such  and  such,  but  at  the  same  time  He  wills  them 
to  be  free.  I  am  moved  beforehand  naturally  (physical  pre- 
motion). I  am  predetermined  by  God,  but  predetermined 
to  act  freely  in  a  certain  way.  In  short,  my  actions  are  at 
once  free  and  necessary — a  bizarre  solution  which  seems  to 
identify  contradictions. 

Mediaevalism  had  its  philosopher  of  freedom,  namely. 
Duns  Scotus,  the  Franciscan  doctor,  and  the  great  antagonist 
of  Aquinas.  Duns  Scotus  asserts  the  contingency  of  the 
world,  and  maintains  that  there  are  causes  that  are  free  to 
act  or  not  to  act,  facts  that  may  or  may  not  take  place. 
Voluntas  est  superior  intellectii  :  the  will  is  above  the  intellect. 
It  is  by  a  free  assent  that  we  accept  the  truths  of  faith 
which  elude  any  demonstrative  certainty.  Freedom  in  man  can 
only  be  understood  through  freedom  in  God.  God  does  not 
find  in  His  mind  ready-made  ideas  or  truths  that  impose  them- 
selves on  His  actions  like  a  kind  of  fate  :  it  is  by  a  free  act 
that  God  creates  the  true  and  the  good. 

If  the  first  cause  acted  by  necessity,  it  would  impose  on 
the  secondary  cause  necessary  action,  and  thus  the  necessity 
of  the  first  principle  would  extend  to  the  last  consequences. 
If  the  whole  world  is  not  the  result  of  a  free  act,  there  can  be 
no  freedom  in  the  world. 

The  Problem  of  Freedom  from  Descartes  to  Kant.  The 
Mechanical  Materialism  of  Hohhes. 

The  problem  of  freedom  had  to  be  faced  by  modern  phil- 
osophers, as  well  as  by  those  of  the  middle  ages  and  antiquity. 
The  empiricists,  the  sensationalists,  the  materialists,  Hobbes,  and 
Locke — all  those  who  sought  in  external  phenomena  and  their 
relations  the  reason  of  the  laws  of  spiritual  life — deprive 
man  of  all  initiative  in  his  actions.  Among  the  metaphysicians, 
some,  like  Descartes,  refuse  to  sacrifice  free  will  ;  others,  like 
Spinoza  and  Leibnitz,  despair  of  being  able  to  reconcile  it  with 
the  determinism  forced  upon  them  by  the  laws  of  thought,  or 
by  the  principles  of  'their  systems,  and  they  substitute  for  it 
some  intellectual  equivalent.     At  last,  Kant  thought  he  had 
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found  the  long  sought  reconciliation  ;  but  his  theory  only  gave 
rise  to  further  endeavours  to  find  one  more  satisfactory  stdl. 

Hobbes'  mechanical  materialism  logically  excludes  all 
freedom  from  the  human  mind,  and  he  boldly  accepts  the 
consequences  of  his  doctrine.  Our  conceptions  and  imagina- 
tions are  in  reality  nothing  more  than  a  movement  excited  in 
the  brain.  As  this  movement  does  not  stop  there,  but  com- 
municates itself  to  the  heart,  it  must  necessarily  either  assist 
or  hinder  the  motion  that  is  called  vital.  In  the  former 
case  there  is  pleasure,  and  in  relation  to  the  object  there  is 
what  we  call  'love.'  In  the  latter  case  there  is  pain,  and 
relatively  to  the  object,  hatred.  "  This  motion,  in  which  con- 
sisteth  pleasure  or  pain,  is  also  a  solicitation  or  provocation 
either  to  draw  near  to  the  thing  that  please th  or  to  retire 
from  the  thing  that  displeaseth  ;  and  this  solicitation  is  the 
endeavour  or  internal  l)eginning  of  animal  motion,  which,  when 
the  object  delighteth,  is  called  appetite,  when  it  displeaseth,  it 
is  called  aversion,  in  respect  of  the  displeasure  present,  but  in 
respect  of  the  displeasure  expected,  fear  "  {On  Human  Nature, 

€h.  VII). 

Desire,  fear,  and  aversion  are  the  primary,  though  hidden, 
motives  of  all  our  actions.  These  passions  are  the  will  itself. 
A  man  can  no  more  say  that  he  wills  to  will  than  he  can  go 
on  saying  that  he  wills  to  will  to  will,  repeating  the  word 
'  will  '  ad  infinitum.  As  to  what  is  called  deliberation,  it  is 
merely  a  succession  of  appetites  or  fears. 

"  Either  the  actions  immediately  follow  the  first  appetite  .  .  .  or  ehe 
to  our  first  appetite  there  suceeedeth  some  conception  of  evil  to  happen  to 
us  by  such  actions,  which  is  fear,  ai>d  which  holdeth  us  from  proceeding. 
And  to  that  fear  may  succeed  a  new  appetite,  and  to  that  appetite  another 
fear  alternately,  till  the  action  be  either  done  or  some  accident  come 
between,  to  make  it  impossible.  This  alternate  succession  of  appetite  and 
Jear  ...  is  what  we  c^ll  deliberation.  ...  In  deliberation  the  last 
appetite,  as  also  the  last  fear,  is  called  will.  Forasmuch  as  will  to  do  is 
appetite,  and  will  to  omit,  fear  ;  the  caiise  of  appetite  and /ear  is  the  came 
also  of  our  mil  "  {Ibid.  Ch.  XII). 

According  to  Hobbes,  everything  is  ultimately  reducible  to 
s,  movement  of  material  particles,  which  are  necessarily  deter- 
mined. The  will  of  man  is  no  more  free  than  the  will  of 
brute  beasts.  Will  and  desire  are  one  and  the  same  thing 
considered  from  different  points  of  view. 
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Locke  :  Psychological  Method  ;  Freedom  is  the  Power  of  Doing 
what  one  Wills  ;  But  does  not  apply  to  Volition  ;  Distinction 
between  Desire  and   Will. 

Locke  rejects  the  doctrine  of  free  wiJl,  not  for  a  priori 
reasons,  as  irreconcilable  with  the  consec^nences  of  a  material- 
istic metaphysics,  but  on  the  ground  of  psychical  experience. 
We  have  a  clear  and  distinct  idea  of  active  power,  only 
through  reflection  on  the  operations  of  our  mind. 

"  We  find  in  ourselves  a  power  to  begin  or  forbear,  continue  or  end 
several  actions  of  our  minds  and  motions  of  our  bodies,  barely  by  a 
thought  or  preference  of  the  mind  ordering,  or,  as  it  were,  commanding 
the  doing  or  not  doing  such  or  such  a  particulai*  action.  This  power  i» 
what  we  call  will"  {O71  the  Human  Understanding,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  21,  §  5). 

Before  entering  into  the  question  whether  man  is  free,  let 
us  determine  the  meaning  of  the  word  freedom.  All  the 
actions  of  which  we  have  any  idea  are  reducible  to  these 
two,  moving  and  thinking.  "  So  far  as  a  man  has  power  to 
think  or  not  to  thhik,  to  move  or  not  to  move,  according  to 
the  preference  or  direction  of  his  own  mind,  so  far  is  a  man 
free  "  (§  8).  A  paralysed  man  who  wishes  to  walk  but  whose 
limbs  refuse  their  office  is  not  free.  We  do  not  say  of  a  ball 
that  it  is  free,  because  the  ball  does  not  think,  and  freedom 
implies  understanding  and  will.  Freedom  does  not,  however, 
belong  to  volition.  "  Suppose  a  man  be  carried  while  fast 
asleep  into  a  room  where  is  a  person  he  longs  to  see  and  speak 
with,  and  be  there  locked  fast  in,  beyond  his  power  to  get 
out;  he  awakes  and  is  glad  to  find  himself  in  so  desirable 
company,  which  he  stays  willingly  in,  i.e.  prefers  his  stay  ta 
going  out.  1  ask,  is  not  his  stay  voluntary  ?  I  think  nobody 
will  doubt  it,  and  yet,  being  locked  fast  in,  it  is  evident  he  ia 
not  at  liberty  to  stay,  he  has  not  freedom  to  be  gone"  {Ibid. 
§  10).  Will  and  freedom  are  therefore  entirely  distinct  things. 
The  volition  must  precede  freedom  and  the  latter  is  merely 
the  power  a  man  has  of  doing  what  he  wills  to  do. 

"  It  is  as  insignificant  to  ask  whether  a  man's  will  be  free  as  to  ask 
whether  his  sleep  be  swift  or  his  virtue  square,  liberty  being  as  little 
applicable  to  the  will  as  swiftness  of  motion  to  sleep  or  squareness  to- 
virtue  "  (§  14). 

So  far  Locke  wins  his  case  easily,  for  he  has  defined 
freedom  in  such  a  way  that  it  could  not  possibly  belong  to  the 
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will,  but  he  has  not  yet  attacked  the  real  difficulty.  Leibnitz 
{New  Essays)  points  out  that  we  must  distinguish  between 
freedom  to  do  and  freedom  to  will.  Why  should  it  be 
assumed  that  the  upholders  of  free  will  do  not  know  what 
they  mean  ? 

"This  is  what  is  called /re^  will,  and  it  consists  in  this,  that  one  sup- 
poses that  the  strongest  reasons  or  impressions  which  the  understanding 
presents  to  the  will  do  not  prevent  the  act  of  the  will  from  being  con- 
tingent, and  do  not  give  it  an  absolute  and,  so  to  speak,  metaphysical 
necessity  "  {New  Essays  II,  Ch.  XXI,  §  8). 

Locke,  however,  conies  finally  to  the  real  question,  which  he 
states  thus  :  "  Is  man  free  to  will  ?  " 

"  This  then  is  evident,  that  in  all  proposals  of  present  action  a  man  is 
not  at  liberty  to  will  or  not  to  will,  because  he  cannot  forbear  willing, 
liberty  consisting  in  a  power  to  act  or  forbear  acting  and  in  that  only" 
{On  the  Human  Understanding,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  21,  §  24). 

For  example:  a  man  who  in  walking,  proposes  to  stop 
walking,  is  no  longer  free  to  will  that  he  will  ;  for  he  must 
either  stop  or  go  on,  and,  by  hypothesis,  he  wills  to  stop; 
the  act  is  voluntary,  Init  the  volition  itself  is  not  free.  But 
if  we  insist,  and  ask  further  "  Whether  a  man  be  at  liberty 
to  will  which  of  the  two  he  pleases,  motion  or  restV  This 
question  is  absurd,  for  it  is  the  same  as  to  ask  "  whether  a 
man  can  will  what  he  wills  or  be  pleased  with  what  he  is 
pleased  with?  .  .  .  they  who  make  a  question  of  it  must 
suppose  one  will  to  determine  the  acts  of  another,  and  another 
to  determine  that,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum  "  {%  25). 

If  our  will  is  not  free,  by  what  then  is  it  determined  ? 

"The  motive  for  continuing  in  the  same  state  or  action  is  only  the 
present  satisfaction  in  it  ;  the  motive  to  change  is  always  some  uneasiness  » 
(§  29). 

The  will,  then,  according  to  Locke,  is  determined  by  the 
uneasiness  of  desire,  by  the  most  pressing  uneasiness  we  feel 
at  the  moment. 

"...  A  constant  succession  of  uneasinesses  out  of  that  stock  which 
natural  wants  or  acquired  habits  have  heaped  up,  take  the  will  in  their 
turns  ;  and  no  sooner  is  one  action  dispatched,  which  by  such  a  deter- 
raination  of  the  will  we  are  set  upon,  but  another  uneasiness  is  ready  to 
set  us  on  to  work  "  (§  45). 
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It  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  the  will  is  determined  by  the 
greatest  good.  A  good  that  is  absent  does  not  give  rise  to  a 
pain  equal  to  the  degree  of  excellence  that  it  has,  or  even 
that  we  recognize  it  to  have  ;  every  pain,  on  the  other  hand, 
causes  a  desire  equal  to  itself.  The  drunkard  knows  the 
harm  he  is  doing  himself  ;  he  makes  excellent  resolutions,  but 
when  the  time  comes  he  cannot  resist  the  uneasiness  wliich 
results  from  his  bad  habits.  The  greatest  good,  even  when 
recognized  as  such,  only  determines  the  will  in  cases  where  it 
■excites  a  desire  in  proportion  to  its  excellence,  and  thus  our 
ilesire  arouses  in  us  a  corresponding  uneasiness. 

Thus,  according  to  Locke's  profound  remark,  our  will  is  in 
the  first  place  determined  by  the  desire  to  avoid  pain.  In 
•order  to  explain  this  determination  of  the  will  by  our  uneasiness, 
it  need  only  be  said  that  all  our  actions  are  directed  to  our 
happiness,  the  first  condition  of  which  is  the  absence  of  pain  ; 
secondly,  our  mind  is  often  too  much  occupied  with  present  un- 
easiness to  consider  other  goods.  How  little  weight  in  the 
conduct  of  men  has  their  belief  in  eternal  pains  and  punish- 
ments. On  the  other  hand,  "  any  vehement  pain  of  the  body, 
the  ungovernable  passion  of  a  man  violently  in  love,  or  the 
impatient  desire  of  revenge,  keeps  the  will  steady  and  intent  " 
<§  38). 

Locke,  though  apparently  so  little  in  favour  of  the  doctrine 
of  free  will,  nevertheless  pointed  out  an  important  distinction 
which  throws  a  great  deal  of  light  on  the  question  and  which 
philosophy  has  retained — the  distinction,  namely,  between  will 
and  desire.  He  does  not  wish  these  two  terms  to  be  con- 
founded. A  man  desires  to  be  rid  of  his  gout,  yet,  "  whilst  he 
apprehends  that  the  removal  of  the  pain  may  translate  the 
noxious  humour  to  a  more  vital  part,  his  will  is  never  deter- 
mined to  any  one  action  that  may  serve  to  remove  this  pain  " 
(§  30).  It  must  be  admitted,  therefore,  that  there  are 
exceptions  to  the  law  that  the  greatest  and  most  pressing 
uneasiness  determines  the  will  to  the  next  action  (§  47). 
*'  We  are  endowed  with  a  power  to  suspend  any  particular 
desire,  and  keep  it  from  determining  the  will  and  engaging  us  in 
action  "  (§  50).  We  are  at  liberty  to  compare  our  desires,  to 
consider  their  objects'  and  calculate  their  consequences.  "  In  this 
lies  the  liberty  man  has  "  (§  47).     What  in  this  case  deter- 
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mines  the  will  is  the  "  last  judgment  of  good  or  evil  "  (§  48). 
To  will  and  to  act  in  accordance  with  the  final  result  of  a 
strict  self-examination  is  a  perfection  rather  than  a  defect  of 
our  nature.  Our  choice  is  regulated  by  our  knowledge.  The 
more  we  are  determined  by  our  reason  to  what  is  best,  the- 
freer  we  are.  Man's  freedom  consists  then  in  opposmg 
reflection  to  the  impulse  of  immediate  desires,  in  giving  an 
effectual  force  to  the  notion  of  true  happiness.  "  .  .  .So  the 
care  of  ourselves  that  we  mistake  not  imaginary  for  real 
happiness  is  the  necessary  foundation  of  our  liberty"  (§  51). 

Vescartes  firmly  asserts  the  Freedom  of  our  Will  ;  Proof  hy 
Conseiousness  ;  InfinUy  of  the  Will  ;  Solution  of  Apparent 
Contradiction  ;     Omnis  peccans  est  ignorans. 

The  firmest  defender  of  freedom  in  modern  philosophy  is- 
Descartes.  If,  on  the  one  hand,  his  doctrine  appears  as  an 
entirely  mathematical  one,  it  may,  on  the  other  hand,  be  con- 
sidered as  a  philosophy  of  freedom.  The  soul,  to  Descartes,, 
was  not  only  intelligence,  it  was  also  freedom.  "By  the 
understanding  alone  I  neither  assert  nor  deny  anythmg,  but 
merely  apprehend  the  ideas  regarding  which  I  may  form  a 
judgment"  {ith  Méditation).  It  is  our  will  that  gives  its  assent 
to  what  we  have  perceived  by  our  understanding.  The  intel- 
lect itself  is  in  a  sense  subordinate  to  the  will  {Principles  of 

Philosophy,  I,  34). 

To  judge  is  to  will.  The  distinctive  characteristic  of  the 
will  is  tha^t  it  is  free.  By  this  we  are  to  understand  that  we 
have  "a  positive  power  of  determining  ourselves  to  one  or 
other  of  two  contraries,  that  is  to  say,  to  pursue  or  to  avoid, 
to  affirm  or  negate  the  same  thing"  {Letter  to  Père  Mers.  éd. 
V  Cousin,  Vol.  VI,  134).  This  power  is  known  to  us  through 
our  consciousness  of  it  while  exercising  it.  Whilst  all  in  me 
is  limited,  "  my  will  alone,  that  is  to  say,  the  freedom  of  my 
will,  I  find  by  experience  to  be  so  great  that  I  cannot  conceive 
the  idea  of  any  other  freedom  more  ample  and  extended.  So 
that  it  is  principally  by  this  freedom  that  I  know  myself  to- 
bear  the  image  and  likeness  of  God  "  {^rd  Méditation). 

Having  said  that  freedom  consists  in  choosing  between  two^ 
opposites^  Descartes  elsewhere  seems  to  contradict  himself  and 
to  profess  determinism. 
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"  Indifference,  he  says,  is  the  lowest  degree  of  freedom  ;  if  I  always 
knew  clearly  what  was  good  and  what  was  true  I  should  never  have  to 
deliberate  as  to  what  judgment  and  what  choice  I  should  make,  and 
therefore  I  should  be  entirely  free  without  ever  being  indifferent.  I  do 
not  think  that  in  order  to  do  evil  it  is  necessary  to  see  clearly  that  what 
we  are  doing  is  bad  ;  it  is  enough  if  we  see  it  confusedly,  or  reniember  to 
have  judged  formerly  that  it  was  so  ;  for,  if  we  saw  it  clearly,  it  would  be 
impossible  for  us  to  sin  at  a  time  when  we  saw  it  in  this  way.  For  this 
reason  it  has  been  said  '  omnis  peccans  est  ignoraiis  '  "  {Letter  to  a  Jesuit 
Father,  ed.  V.  Cousin,  Vol.  IX,  p.  ]  68). 

Does  this  not  almost  appear  to  be  a  return  to  l^lato's  theory  ? 
But  this  apparent  contradiction  is  solved  in  the  following  way: 
with  the  evidence  before  us  we  cannot  refuse  our  assent,  but 
it  is  our  freedom  which,  through  examination,  gives  the  evidence 
and  thereby  determines  itself.  The  evidence  is  therefore,  so 
to  speak,  a  reward  of  our  endeavours  to  see  rightly. 

"As  man  may  not  always  give  his  whole  attention  to  the  things  he 
ought  to  do,  it  is  a  good  action  to  give  such  attention  ;  and,  by  this  means, 
our  will  so  follows  the  light  of  our  understanding  as  not  to  be  at  all 
indifferent"  (/6id). 

Thus,  assent  to  the  truth,  however  evident  it  may  be,  is 
always  meritorious.  "It  is  the  nature  of  the  mind  that  it 
attends  for  scarcely  more  than  one  moment  to  the  same  thing. 
As  soon  as  our  attention  is  turned  away  from  the  reasons  by 
which  we  know  that  this  thing  is  right,  and  we  retain  in  our 
memories  only  that  it  was  desirable,  we  may  imagine  in  our 
mind  some  other  reason  which  makes  us  doubt  of  it,  and 
perhaps  suspend  our  judgment,  or  even  form  a  contrary  one  " 
(IbûL).     We  may  even  openly  resist  the  evidence. 

"  Even  when  we  are  compelled  to  a  thing  by  a  very  evident  reason, 
although  morally  speaking  it  is  difficult  for  us  to  do  the  contrary,  never- 
theless, speaking  absolutely,  we  can  do  it  ;  for  we  are  always  free  to  prevent 
ourselves  from  pursuing  a  good  that  is  clearly  known  or  from  accepting  a 
truth  that  is  evident,  provided  only  that  we  think  it  is  well  thus  to  prove 
the  truth  of  the  freedom  of  our  will»  (Letter  to  the  Père  Mers.^  ed. 
€ousin,  VI,  p.  134).- 

To  sum  up  :  we  are  determined  by  evidence,  but  we  remain 
nevertheless  free;  because,  in  the  first  place,  assent  to  the 
truth  is  always  meritorious  ;  secondly,  we  can  always  disregard 
the  evidence  through  inattention,  and  give  force  to  the  reasons 
for  doing  ill  ;  thirdly!  nothing  can  prevail  over  the  desire  of 
proving  to  ourselves  the  freedom  of  our  will. 
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Spinoza  :    Refutation  of  the   Doctrine  of  Freedom  by  Meta- 
physics and  Psychology. 

The  great  reform  brought  about  by  Cartesianisni  was   the 
application  of  the  mathematical  method  to  philosophy.     The 
resolution  of  all  things  into  clear  ideas  and  the  co-ordination 
of  these  ideas  under  one  supreme  idea,  the  idea  of  God,  which 
should  be  the  guarantee  of  their  deductive  concatenation,— such 
appears  to  have  been  Descartes'  conception.     But,  at  the  same 
time  we  must  remember  that,  according  to  Descartes,  everything, 
even  mathematics,  depends  upon  the  will  of  God,  which  is  free. 
Thus  his  mechanism  presupposes  freedom.     Spinoza,  seeing  m 
Descartes'  work  its  mathematical  side  only,  was  not  unjustly 
accused  by  Leibnitz  of  an  immoderate  Cartesianism.     Suppress- 
incT    Descartes'    radical   and    substantial    distinction    between 
thought  and  extension,  he  makes  them  both  the  attribute  of 
one  ''substance,   from   which   all  the   modes   of  being   can   be 
mathematically   deduced.        Deus   mundns   implicitus,   mundus 
deus  explicitits.      Spinoza  refutes  the  doctrine  of  free  will,  a 
priori  and  a  posteriori. 

«  Nothing  in  the  universe  is  contingent,  but  all  things  are  conditioned 
to  exist  and  operate  in  a  particular  manner  by  the  necessity  of  the  divine 
nature  (Ethics,  Part  I,  Prop.  XXIX).  In  the  mind  there  is  no  absolute 
or  free  will  ;  but  the  mind  is  determined  to  will  this  or  that  by  a  cause 
which  has  also  been  determined  by  another  cause,  and  this  last  by  another 
cause,  and  so  on  to  infinity  "  (Part  II,  Prop.  XLVIII). 

This  a  priori  argument  recurs  throughout  Spinoza's  works. 
It  constitutes,  in  fact,  his  system,  and  he  confirms  it  by  an 
a  posteriori  argument  borrowed  from  psychological  observation. 

"  There  is  in  the  mind  no  volition  or  affirmation  or  negation, 
save  that  which  an  idea,  inasmuch  as  it  is  an  idea,  involves  " 
(Ibid.  Prop.  XLIX).  Will  and  Understanding  are  one  and 
the  same  thing.  "When  we  say  that  anyone  suspends  his 
judgment,  we  merely  mean  that  he  does  not  perceive  the 
matter  in  question  adequately.  Suspension  of  judgment  is 
therefore,  strictly  speaking,  perception  and  not  free  will 
(Ibid.  note).  Whence,  then,  comes  our  consciousness  ot 
freedom?  It  is  a  subjective  illusion,  arising  from  the  fact 
that  men  are  "  conscious  of  their  own  actions  and  ignorant  of 
the  causes  by  which  they  are  conditioned"  (Prop.  XXXV,  note). 
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"  Thus  an  infant  believes  that  of  its  own  free  will  it  desires  milk,  an 
angry  child  believes  that  it  freely  desires  vengeance,  a  timid  child  believe» 
that  it  freely  desires  to  run  away  ;  further,  a  drunken  man  believes  that 
he  utters  from  the  free  decision  of  his  mind  words,  which  when  he  is 
sober,  he  would  willingly  have  withheld  ;  thus  too,  a  delirious  man,  a 
garrulous  woman,  a  child,  and  others  of  like  complexion  believe  that  they 
speak  from  the  free  decision  of  their  mind,  when  they  are  in  reality 
unable  to  restrain  their  impulse  to  talk.  .  .  .  All  these  considerations 
clearly  show  that  a  mental  decision  and  a  bodily  appetite  or  determined 
state  are  simultaneous,  or  rather,  are  one  and  the  same  thing,  which  we 
call  decision  when  it  is  regarded  under  or  explained  through  the  attribute 
of  thought,  and  a  conditioned  state  when  it  is  regarded  under  the 
attribute  of  extension  and  deduced  from  the  laws  of  motion  and  lest  " 
(Part  III,  Prop.  II,  note). 

Malehranche  :   God  the  Principle  of  Human  Activity. 

Malebranche  sacrifices  the  creature  to  the  Creator,  but  at  the 
same  time  he  tries  to  avoid  the  extremes  of  Spinozism.  In  his 
theory  of  Occasional  Causes,  while  allowing  real  action  to  God 
alone,  he  affirms  the  distinct  existence  of  beings,  to  whom  he 
denies  any  initiative.  His  theory  of  freedom  is  only  a  corollary 
of  his  more  general  one  of  occasional  causes.  "  Whatever  effort 
of  the  mind  I  may  make,  I  can  find  no  strength,  or  efficiency,  or 
power  outside  the  will  of  the  infinitely  perfect  Being  "  {Eech.  de 
la  Vérité,  XV th  éd.).  God  must  then  be  the  principle  of  human 
activity,  as  He  is  the  cause  of  all  the  movements  of  nature. 
Volition  is  merely  our  natural  impulse  towards  the  good  in 
general,  which  is  indeterminate."  It  is  God  "  who  impels  us 
irresistibly  towards  the  good  in  general."  It  is  He  "  who 
gives  us  the  idea  of  a  particular  good  and  the  affection  for 
it."  It  is  He  who  directs  us  towards  this  particular  good. 
"  Thus  God  is  the  author  of  all  that  is  real  in  the  movements 
of  the  mind,  and  in  the  determination  of  these  movements. 
Nevertheless  He  is  not  the  author  of  sin  "  {Rech.  de  la  Vérité, 
1st  Book).  "  The  sinner  does  nothing,  for  sin  is  nothing, 
but  he  ceases  to  act,  he  stands  still,  he  does  not  follow  God." 
Malebranche  does  not  see  that  in  order  to  arrest  the  impulse 
given  by  God,  an  efficient  force  would  still  be  needed,  and  that 
this  theory  compromises  both  the  freedom  of  man  and  the 
universal  action  of  God. 


Bossuet  :    Proofs    of   Free    Will,  firstly,    hy    Consciov^iess  ; 
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secondly,  hy   Reasoning;    thirdly,  hy  Revelation.      Freedom   as 
Conflicting  luith  the  Foreknoivkdge  and  Providence  of  God. 

In  his  Treatise  on  Free  Will,  Bossuet  seeks  at  once  to 
establish  free  will,  and  to  reconcile  it  with  Providence  and  the 
Divine  foreknowledge.  This  treatise  also  gives  an  excellent 
summary  of  all  the  principal  solutions  that  have  been  offered 
by  theologians.  "The  question  is  whether  there  are  things 
that  are  in  our  power,  and  at  the  disposal  of  our  choice,  to 
such  an  extent  that  we  are  able  to  choose  or  not  to  choose 
them."  Bossuet  sums  up  with  his  usual  clearness  the  classical 
arguments  in  favour  of  freedom. 

"  I  say  that  freedom  or  free  will,  in  this  sense,  is  certainly  possessed  by 
us,  and  that  this  freedom  is  made  evident  to  us,  first  of  all,  by  the  testi- 
mony of  feeling  and  experience  ;  secondly,  by  the  evidence  of  reason  ;  and 
thirdly,  by  the  evidence  of  Revelation,  that  is  to  say  because  God  has 
clearly  revealed  it  to  us  in  the  Scriptures"  (Ch.  II). 

As  regards  the  evidence  of  consciousness,  let  each  one  consult 
his  own  mind  ;  he  will  feel  that  he  is  free,  just  as  he  feels  that 
he  is  rational.  This  is  the  direct  proof,  the  proof  by  the  lively 
inward  feeling,  as  Leibnitz  called  it.  To  the  objection  that  in 
important  deliberations  there  is  always  some  motive  which 
determines  us,  Bossuet,  like  Eeid  later,  replies  by  citing  cases  of 
indifference,  where  on  examining  ourselves  we  can  find  no 
motive  of  action.  The  will  is,  therefore,  capable  of  self-deter- 
mination without  motives.  "  When  I  have  no  other  intention 
than  that  of  moving  my  hand  in  a  certain  direction,  I  find  that  it 
is  my  will  alone  that  impels  me  to  this  movement  rather  than 
to  another  "  {Ibid.).  The  testimony  of  consciousness  is  ratified 
by  reasoning.  All  languages  contain  words  and  modes  of  speech 
which  imply  belief  in  freedom.  Responsibility,  repentance, 
praise,  blame,  punishment,  deliberation  have  no  meaning  apart 
from  liberty.  "  Hence  we  have  clear  ideas  of  many  things  which 
can  pertain  only  to  a  free  being  "  (Ch.  II).  This  is  what  is  now 
called  an  indirect  proof,  for  it  is  based  on  the  absurd  conse- 
quences of  the  negation  of  freedom.  Thirdly,  as  regards  the 
proofs  derived  from  Scripture,  Bossuet  merely  remarks  that  "  in 
the  Bible  we  find  all  the  expressions  employed  by  which  men 
are  in  the  habit  of  expressing  their  freedom  and  its  consequences" 
(Ibid.).  Having  in  this  way  established  freedom,  Bossuet  then 
states  the  endless  problem  of  its  reconciliation  with  the  divine 
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providence  and  foreknowledge.  "  God  directs  the  will  of  men  to 
any  end  He  pleases."  Moreover,  "God  knows  only  what  he  Him- 
self does  "  ;  He  cannot  borrow  His  knowledge  from  without,  and 
since  He  sees  everything  there  can  be  no  action  of  which  He 
is  not  the  author.  "  If  He  has  nothing  in  Himself  whereby 
He  can  cause  in  us  free  actions,  far  from  foreseeing  them  before 
they  take  place,  He  will  not  see  these  actions  when  they  do 
take  place"  (Ch.  III). 

Bossuet  acknowledges  that  the  difficulty  is  great,  but,  he 
says,  before  we  attack  it  we  must  be  firmly  resolved  to  sacrifice 
neither  freedom  nor  the  divine  attributes. 

"The  first  rule  of  our  Logic  is  that  we  must  never  abandon  truths  we 
have  once  known,  whatever  difficulties  may  arise  when  we  attempt  to 
reconcile  these  truths  ;  but  that  w^e  must,  on  the  contrary,  always,  so  to 
speak,  keep  a  firm  hold  of  the  two  ends  of  the  chain,  though  we  may  not 
always  be  able  to  see  the  connecting  links  between  them." 

This  suggestion,  strictly  construed,  would  involve  nothing  less 
than  the  negation  of  the  principle  of  contradiction;  unless,  indeed, 
some  rule  were  laid  down  by  which  one  could  distinguish  the 
cases  where  the  contradiction  is  evident  from  those  in  which  it 
is  not,  though  the  means  of  reconciling  it  are  not  known  to  us. 
Having  made  these  introductory  remarks,  Bossuet  proceeds  to 
examine  the  problem  itself.  Four  solutions  have  been  proposed. 
The  first,  which  is  the  one  adopted  by  the  Protestants  and  the 
Jansenists,  and  "  which  is  attributed  to  St.  Augustine,"  consists  in 
placing  the  essence  of  freedom  in  what  is  voluntary.  'Voluntary' 
in  the  17th  century  meant,  that  which  we  do  willingly,  libenter. 
What  are  we  to  understand  by  this  formula?  Before  the  first 
sin,  we  were,  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word,  free,  and  while  we 
were  in  that  state  "  God  left  the  will  entirely  to  itself."  There 
was  therefore  no  need  to  reconcile  man's  freedom  with  the 
divine  decrees.  Subsequent  to  the  original  sin,  God  "  regulates 
in  an  absolute  decree  the  things  that  depend  on  our  wills,  and 
in  that  omnipotent  manner  makes  us  will  that  which  pleases 
Himself."  Hence,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  understanding  that 
He  foresees  our  acts  and  their  consequences.  But  this  solution 
merely  does  away  with  the  problem  altogether  :  before  original 
sin  there  was  freedom,  but  not  foreknowledge;  since  original 
sin  there  is  foreknowledge,  but  no  freedom. 

The  second  theory  examined  by  Bossuet  is  that  of  scientia 
media.     The  modern   Franciscans  and  Jesuits,  says  Leibnitz, 
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are  rather  in  favour  of  the  doctrine  of  scientia  media  (Thëod.  I, 
39).  In  the  16th  century  the  Jesuit  Molina,  in  a  treatise 
de  Concordia  liheri  arhitrii  cum  gratiae  donis,  had  upheld  this 
doctrine.  The  objects  of  the  divine  knowledge  are  three  : 
possible  things  (knowledge  by  simple  intelligence)  ;  actual 
events  (knowlege  by  vision)  ;  conditional  events  which  have  an 
intermediate  place  between  the  actual  and  the  possible  {scientia 
media).  (Ibid.)  God  knows  from  all  eternity  what  His 
creatures  will  do  freely,  at  whatever  time  He  may  take  them 
or  in  whatever  circumstances  He  may  place  them.  This  divine 
knowledge  does  not  affect  man's  freedom,  for  to  know  a  thing 
is  not  to  change  its  nature.  Now  God  regulates  His  decrees 
in  accordance  with  what  His  creature,  who  is  free,  will  freely 
do  on  such  and  such  an  occasion.  He  waits  to  see  the 
direction  of  our  wills  and  then  forms  with  certainty  of 
success  {a  jeu  sûr)  His  decrees  on  our  resolutions  (Bossuet, 
ch.  IX). 

Thus  God,  while  distributing  His  graces,  takes  into  account 
the  freedom  of  man  and  his  decisions,  which  He  knows 
by  a  scientia  media  that  is  neither  knowledge  by  simple 
intelligence  nor  knowledge  by  vision.  Bossuet  objects  that  the 
decrees  of  God  would  on  this  theory  no  longer  be  the  first 
causes  of  things  (Ch.  VI).  We  ourselves  would  add.  How 
could  a  free  act,  that  is,  an  act  that  is  contingent,  be  known 
from  all  eternity  ? 

The  third  doctrine  of  the  theologians  is  that  of  contemperatio, 
God  draws  us  on  towards  certain  actions — (1)  through  the  dis- 
position of  objects  and  through  the  circumstances  in  which  He 
places  us  ;  (2)  through  the  thoughts  He  puts  in  our  minds  ;  (3) 
through  the  emotions  He  is  able  to  excite  in  our  hearts. 
"  There  is  nothing  which  the  Almighty  cannot  cause  to  co- 
operate in  the  accomplishment  of  His  designs.  If,  therefore, 
He  chooses  to  wi7i  over  my  will  and,  at  the  same  time,  to  leave  it 
free.  He  is  able  to  accomplish  both  (Ch.  VII).  According  to  this 
manner  of  reasoning  no  contradiction  is  impossible  to  God, 
and  consequently  there  is  no  contradiction  which  may  not  be 
found  in  things.  If  man  at  first  resists  God's  influence,  God 
returns  to  the  charge,  and  that  so  often  and  with  such  force, 
that  man,  who  through  weakness  and  being  much  importuned 
does  things  disagreeable  to  himself,  will  not  resist  doing  those 
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which  God  has  undertaken  to  make  pleasing  to  him."  This 
theory  makes  God  into  a  kind  of  seducer  or  suborner  of  man. 
Moreover,  it  is  impossible  to  reconcile  the  freedom  of  our  will 
with  this  suavité  x>révmantc,  this  délectation  mctorieuse. 

Bossuet  adopts  the  fourth  solution,  which  is  that  of  the 
Thomists,  and  is  called  the  doctrine  of  premonition  or  physical 
predeterminaiion.  "God  acts  immediately  upon  our  minds, 
in  such  a  way  that  we  determine  ourselves  to  act  in  a  certain 
manner;  but  our  determination  is  nevertheless  free,  because 
He  wills  it  to  be  so.  We  harass  ourselves  vainly  when  we  try 
to  discover  the  means  by  which  God  does  what  He  wills  to 
do;  since  by  the  fact  that  He  wills,  that  which  He  wills 
exists.  .  .  .  God  is  the  cause  not  only  of  our  choice,  but  of 
the  freedom  of  our  choice  "  (Ch.  IX).  God  is  the  cause  of  our 
freedom,  because  He  makes  our  action  such  as  it  would  be  if 
it  depended  on  us  alone. 

"  For  we  may  say  that  God  makes  us  such  as  we  would  ourselves  be  if 
we  could  exist  of  ourselves,  since  He  makes  us  with  all  the  principles  and 
with  the  whole  condition  of  our  being.  For  the  condition  of  our  being  is 
to  be  all  that  God  wishes  us  to  be.  Thus  He  causes  that  which  is  man  to 
be  man,  that  which  is  passion  to  be  passion,  and  that  which  is  action  to 
be  action,  and  that  which  is  necessary  to  be  necessary,  and  that  which  ia 
free  in  its  activity  and  exercise  to  be  free  in  its  activity  and  exercise." 

But  does  not  this  ingenious  solution  involve  a  confusion 
between  freedom  and  spontaneity  ?  All  these  attempts  show 
that  while  it  is  necessary  from  the  point  of  view  of  morality 
and  of  conscience  to  accept  our  freedom  as  a  fact,  the  difficulty  is 
extreme  when  we  try  to  explain  this  fact  or  to  find  the  theory 
of  it. 

Leibnitz  :  Liberty  of  Indifference  and  Moral  Necessity  ; 
Psychological  Determinism  ;  Influence  of  Motives  ;  Characteristics 
of  Freedom,  Intelligence,  Spontaneity  and  Contingency, 

Leibnitz  is  opposed  both  to  the  doctrine  of  Descartes  and  to 
that  of  Spinoza.  Descartes,  like  Duns  Scotus,  had  held  that 
there  is  in  God  absolute  indifference,  and  in  man  free  will. 
Spinoza  had  identified  the  possible,  the  real  and  the  necessary, 
and  subjected  th^  universe  to  a  logical  deduction  of  con- 
sequences of  which  God  Himself  was  the  principle.  Between 
this     fatalism     and     the    doctrine     of    indifference,    Leibnitz 
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discovers  an  intermediate  theory — that  of  moral  necessity, 
which  inclines  without  compelling  :  inclinai  non  nécessitât  The 
doctrine  of  liberty  of  indifference  is  irreconcilable  with  divine 
foreknowledge.  "No  knowledge  however  infinite  can  make 
God's  knowledge  and  providence  consistent  with  the  action  of  an 
indeterminate  cause,  in  other  words,  with  something  chimerical 
and  impossible."  This  doctrine  is  also  irreconcilable  with  the 
laws  of  nature  and  of  reason  ;  for,  according  to  it,  the  soul  at 
the  moment  of  deliberation  is  in  a  state  in  which  everything  is 
perfectly  balanced,  either  because  the  will  has  no  motive  for 
action,  or  because  it  is  solicited  by  equally  strong  motives.  But 
the  principle  of  indiscernibles  is  inconsistent  with  any  such  pure 
equality  in  the  sphere  of  nature.  For  the  action  to  take  place, 
the  principle  of  sufficient  reason  requires,  besides  the  force,  an 
end  towards  which  it  tends,  a  good  by  which  it  is  determined. 

Spinoza's  mistake  was  to  have  confounded  the  real  and  the 
necessary.  Anything  which,  taken  absolutely,  does  not  imply 
contradiction  is  possible.  In  this  sense  one  may  say  that  the 
contrary  of  all  that  happens  in  the  world  is  possible,  and  that 
consequently  all  phenomena  are  contingent.  It  is  necessary 
for  a  triangle  to  have  three  angles  because  it  is  contradictory 
to  say  that  a  triangle  could  have  more  or  less  than  three 
angles.  But  we  cannot  deduce  the  universe  logically  from  the 
nature  of  God.  Out  of  an  infinite  number  of  worlds  God 
chose  the  best.  The  true,  the  only  necessity,  is  the  necessity 
of  the  good. 

Although  the  best  of  all  possible  worlds  was  chosen  and  all 
its  phenomena  predetermined,  foreseen,  co-ordinated  by  God, 
necessity  reigns  nevertheless.  "  All  things  are  certain  and 
predetermined  in  man  as  in  everything  else,  and  the  human 
soul  is  a  kind  of  spiritual  automaton"  (Theod.  52).  The  mind 
is  a  balance  ;  the  motives  are  the  weights  ;  and  again,  "  the 
mind  is  a  force  which  endeavours  to  act  in  many  directions, 
but  does  so  only  w^here  it  finds  most  facility  and  least  resist- 
ance. For  instance,  when  air  is  too  closely  compressed  in  à 
glass  receptacle  it  will  break  the  latter  in  order  to  escape  from 
it.  It  will  press  on  every  side  of  the  receptacle,  but  it  will 
finally  rush  through  on  the  weakest  side.  Thus  it  is  that  the 
inclinations  of  the  mind  move  towards  all  the  goods  that 
present  themselves  ;  these  are  the  antecedent  volitions  :  but 
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the  consequent  volition,  which  is  the  result  of  them,  is  deter- 
mined towards  that  by  which  it  is  most  strongly  affected" 
(Theod.  324-325). 

In  what  sense,  then,  can  we  attribute  freedom  to  man  ? 
Freedom  implies  three  things — Intelligence,  or  the  faculty  of 
choosing,  spontaneity  and  contingency.  Intelligence  is  a 
distinct  knowledge  of  the  object  of  deliberation,  the  exact 
and  perfect  perception  of  the  differences  between  the  divers 
possible  courses,  and  of  the  relation  of  those  differences  to  the 
principle  of  the  best.  The  perfect  use  of  reason,  which  would 
consist  in  having  only  distinct  thoughts,  is  denied  to  us  ;  but 
for  this  very  cause  we  possess  the  intelligence  characterised 
by  hesitation,  and  the  faculty  of  choosing,  which  is  required  for 
freedom.  Spontaneity  is  the  power  of  acting  and  of  being  at 
the  same  time  oneself  the  principle  of  one's  own  action. 

Now  all  beings  have  this  spontaneity,  since  the  world  is 
made  up  of  monads,  or  spiritual  atoms.  Between  these  there 
is  no  direct  or  reciprocal  action,  and  the  agreement  between 
their  independent  acts  is  due  solely  to  the  harmony  pre-estab- 
lished by  God.  There  remains  the  characteristic  of  contingency. 
As  we  have  seen,  all  that  is  not  absolutely  impossible,  that  is 
to  say,  contradictory,  is  contingent.  In  this  sense,  not  only 
human  actions,  but  all  the  phenomena  of  the  real  universe  are 
contingent.  It  is  easy  to  see  that  all  Leibnitz  preserves  of 
freedom  is  the  word.  What  use  is  it  that  the  contrary  of  my 
action  is  logically  possible,  if  it  is  really,  and  in  our  actual 
world  impossible?  Still  we  must  not  confound  the  moral 
determinism  of  Leibnitz  with  Spinoza's  logical  fatalism.  The 
psychological  consequences  of  the  two  doctrines  may  be  the 
same,  but  the  spirit  by  which  they  are  inspired  is  quite 
different. 

Hume:  Men  hold  at  the  same  time  the  Doctrine  of  Free 
Will  and  that  of  Necessity  ;  Indirect  Proofs  of  the  Necessity  of 
our  Acts. 

David  Hume  applies  in  an  ingenious  manner  his  doctrine 
of  causality  to  the  problem  of  freedom.  In  his  opinion  there 
is  in  the  world,'  properly  speaking,  neither  necessity  nor 
freedom,  but  only  a  constant  succession  of  phenomena.  His  was 
not  a  rationalistic  method  like  that  of  Leibnitz,  nor  yet  an  em- 
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pirical  one  like  Lockers  ;  it  was  critical,  and  consisted  in  forcing 
the  mind  by  analysis  to  give  a  clear  account  of  its  own  thought. 
All  disputes  arise  out  of  the  ambiguity  of  words.  Let  us  agree 
once  for  all  as  to  the  ideas  which  really  correspond  in  the 
mind  to  the  words  necessity  and  liberty,  and  the  discussion 
will  be  closed.  "  I  hope,*'  says  Hume,  "  to  make  it  appear  that' all 
men  have  ever  agreed  in  the  doctrine  both  of  necessity  and 
of  liberty,  according  to  any  reasonable  sense  which  can  be 
put  on  these  terms,  and  that  the  whole  controversy  has  hitherto 
turned  merely  upon  words"  {Enq.  Gone.  Human  Understand- 
ing, Sect.  VIII,  Part  I). 

Let  us,  in  the  first  place,  see  in  what  sense  men  may  be  said 
to  be  partisans  of  the  doctrine  of  necessity  ;  but  before  we  do 
this  we  must  decide  what  is  the  origin  of  our  idea  of  necessity. 

"Our  idea  therefore,  of  necessity  and  causation  arises  entirely  from 
the  uniformity  observable  in  the  operations  of  nature,  where  similar 
objects  are  constantly  conjoined  together,  and  the  mind  is  determined  by 
custom  to  infer  the  one  from  the  appearance  of  the  other"  (Ibid.). 

A  constant  conjunction  of  similar  phenomena,  a  consequent 
habit  of  inferring  one  from  the  other — this  is  the  only  notion  we 
have  of  necessary  connection.  If  we  can  show  that  all  men 
without  hesitation  or  doubt  agree  that  our  voluntary  actions 
are  subject  to  the  law  of  regular  connection,  and  that, 
consequently,  they  constantly  give  rise  to  inferences,  we  shall 
thereby  prove  that  all  men  agree  in  accepting  the  doctrine  of 
necessity.  The  same  actions  spring  from  the  same  motives. 
The  same  causes  are  always  followed  by  the  same  events  ; 
ambition,  avarice,  self-love,  generosity,  public  spirit,  etc.,  have 
been  at  all  times  the  great  motives  of  action.  "  Would  you 
know  the  sentiments,  inclinations,  and  course  of  life  of  the 
Greeks  and  Romans  ?  Study  well  the  temper  and  actions  of 
the  French  and  English." 

If  the  experience  of  life  is  useful,  it  is  precisely  because 
such  experience  enables  us  to  determine  the  connection  between 
men's  actions  and  their  constant  antecedents,  and  thus  to 
foresee,  prevent,  or  be  prepared  for  them.  No  doubt  human 
actions  differ  according  to  age,  sex,  country  ;  hence  age,  sex, 
education,  prejudices,  must  all  be  taken  into  account.  Even 
the  peculiar  character  of  each  individual  will  have  a  certain 
uniformity  in  its  influence,  otherwise  we  should  not  be  able  to 
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regulate  our  behaviour  to  other  men  on  a  knowledge  of  their 
character.  No  doubt  it  is  possible  to  find  actions  which  seem 
not  to  have  any  regular  connection  with  known  motives,  but  it 
is  the  same  with  certain  natural  phenomena,  for  instance  winds, 
rain,  clouds,  under  the  apparent  irregularity  of  which  are  con- 
cealed laws  that  remain  hidden  from  us  merely  on  account  of 
their  complexity. 

"The  most  irregular  and  unexpected  resolutions  of  men  may  frequently 
be  accounted  for  by  those  who  know  every  particular  circumstance  of  their 
character  and  situation.  A  person  of  an  obliging  disposition  gives  a 
peevish  answer  ;  but  he  has  the  toothache,  or  has  not  dined  "  {Ibid.). 

One  may  say  of  the  inferences  which  we  make  concerning  the 
actions  of  our  fellow-creatures,  that  it  is  upon  them  that  the 
whole  of  human  life  rests.  Almost  all  human  actions  imply 
inference  from  the  foreseen  actions  of  others.  The  labourer 
who  brings  his  goods  to  market  and  offers  them  at  a  reason- 
able price,  counts  on  finding  a  buyer,  and  on  being  able  to 
obtain  from  other  men  what  he  requires  for  his  subsistence  by 
means  of  the  money  he  will  get  from  this  buyer.  History, 
politics,  ethics,  literary  criticism,  all  imply  that  we  have  a  right 
to  infer  the  actions  of  other  men  from  their  motives,  and  to 
reason  about  these  actions  in  the  same  way  as  we  reason  about 
natural  phenomena. 

Now,  if  all  men  in  their  practice  thus  profess  the  doctrine  of 
necessity,  how  is  it  that  they  have  such  difficulty  in  admit- 
ting it  in  words  ?  It  is  because  they  have  formed  a  false 
conception  of  necessity.  Invariable  connection  between  natural 
phenomena,  habitual  transition  in  the  mind  from  the  appearance 
of  one  thing  to  the  expectation  of  another,  this  is  all  that  is 
involved  in  our  notion  of  causality. 

But,  in  spite  of  everything,  men  have  a  tendency  to  believe 
that  they  can  penetrate  more  deeply  into  the  powers  of 
nature,  and  perceive  a  necessary  connection  between  the 
cause  and  the  effect.  When  they  subsequently  reflect  on  the 
operations  of  their  minds,  not  feeling  such  a  connection  between 
the  motives  and  the  act,  they  assume  that  there  is  a  difference 
between  the  effects  of  a  material  force  and  those  of  thought 
and  intelligence.^    But,  as  we  have  seen,  the  notion  of  necessity, 

^  Hume  explains  this  in  the  Enquiry  concerning  the  Human  Understanding^ 
Sect.  VIII,  part  I  (note).  "  The  prevalence  of  the  doctrine  of  liberty  may  be 
accounted  for  from  another  cause,  viz.,  a  false  sensation  or  seeming  experience 
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once  it  has  been  traced  to  its  true  origin,  applies  to  voluntary 
acts  as  well  as  to  natural  phenomena.  There  is  one  sense, 
however,  in  which  men  rightly  accept  the  doctrine  of  freedom, 
this  is  in  the  sense  given  to  the  word  by  Locke,  that  of  the 
power  of  doing  what  we  will  when  we  are  not  prevented. 

If  all  human  actions  may  be  foreseen  when  the  motives  are 
known,  it  follows  that  the  consciousness  we  think  we  have  of 
freedom  is  an  illusion.  Nor  have  the  indirect  arguments  usually 
given  in  favour  of  free  will  any  more  validity.  It  is  a  deplor- 
able habit,  says  Hume,  that  of  refuting  doctrines  by  their 
dangerous  consequences.  Such  arguments  do  not  assist  in  the 
<liscovery  of  truth,  they  only  serve  to  make  an  adversary  odious. 

The  upholders  of  necessity,  however,  may  turn  against  their 
opponents  the  arguments  used  by  the  latter.  Hume  does  this 
with  great  skill,  declaring  that  his  doctrine  is  absolutely 
essential  to  morality.  "  All  laws  being  grounded  on  rewards 
and  punishments,  it  is  taken  as  a  fundamental  principle  that 
these  motives  have  a  regular  and  uniform  influence  on  the 
mind,  and  both  produce  the  good  and  prevent  the  evil  actions.'* 

In  the  second  place,  actions  are  momentary,  fleeting,  if 
their  source  does  not  lie  in  the  character  and  disposition 
of  the  person  who  does  them.     But  if  they  are  thus,  as  it 

which  we  have  or  may  have,  of  liberty  or  indifference  in  many  of  our  actions. 
The  necessity  of  any  action,  whether  of  matter  or  of  mind,  is  not,  properly 
speaking,  a  quality  in  the  agent,  but  in  any  thinking  or  intelligent  being, 
who  may  consider  the  action  ;  and  it  consists  chiefly  in  the  determination  of 
his  thoughts  to  infer  the  existence  of  that  action  from  some  preceding  objects  ; 
as  liberty  when  opposed  to  necessity  is  nothing  but  the  want  of  that  deter- 
mination, and  a  certain  looseness  or  indifference,  which  we  feel,  in  passing,  or 
not  passing,  from  the  idea  of  one  object  to  that  of  any  succeeding  one.  Now 
we  may  observe,  that,  though  in  reflecting  on  human  actions  we  seldom  feel 
such  a  looseness  or  indifference,  but  are  commonly  able  to  infer  them  with 
considerable  certainty  from  their  motives  and  from  the  dispositions  of  the 
Agent,  yet  it  frequently  happens  that,  in  performing  the  actions  themselves, 
we  are  sensible  of  something  like  it  :  And  as  all  resembling  objects  are 
readily  taken  for  each  other,  this  has  been  employed  as  a  demonstrative  and 
•even  intuitive  proof  of  human  liberty.  We  feel  that  our  actions  are  subject 
to  our  will,  on  most  occasions  ;  and  imagine  we  feel  that  the  will  itself  is 
subject  to  nothing,  because,  when  by  a  denial  of  it  we  are  provoked  to  try, 
we  feel  that  it  moves  easily  every  way  and  produces  an  image  (or  a  Velklty,  as 
it  is  called  in  the  schools)  even  on  that  side  on  which  it  did  not  settle.  This 
image,  or  faint  notion,  we  persuade  ourselves,  cofild  at  that  time  have  been 
compleated  into  the  thing  itself  ;  because,  should  that  be  denied,  we  find, 
upon  a  second  trial,  that  at  present  it  can.  We  consider  not  that  the 
fantastical  desire  of  showing  liberty  is  here  the  motive  of  our  actions,  and  it 
43eems  certain  that  however  we  may  imagine  we  feel  a  liberty  within  ourselves, 
a  spectator  can  commonly,  infer  our  actions  from  our  motives  and  character." 
The  consciousness  of  freedom  is,  therefore,  only  a  subjective  illusion.  This  is, 
in  substance,  the  same  explanation  as  that  given  by  Spinoza. 


m 


f< 


i 


n 


346 


THE   PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


were,  detached  from  the  person,  they  do  not  make  him  worthy 
of  praise  or  blame.  "  The  person  is  not  answerable  for  them, 
and  as  they  proceeded  from  nothing  in  him  that  is  durable 
and  constant,  and  leave  nothing  of  that  nature  behind  them,  it 
is  impossible  he  can  upon  their  account  become  the  object  of 
punishment  or  vengeance." 

According  to  the  principle  of  indifference,  Hume  says,  "a 
man  who  has  committed  an  abominable  crime  is  as  innocent  as 
on  the  day  of  his  birth."  As  against  the  doctrine  of  the  parti- 
sans of  freedom,  one  may  say  that  all  the  moral  notions  of 
mankind  imply  a  relation  between  the  actions  of  a  man  and  his 
nature.  Why  is  it  that  an  action  is  more  blameable  the  more 
it  is  premeditated,  if  it  is  not  "  because  the  criminal  action  in 
this  case  is  a  proof  of  bad  principles  in  the  mind  ?" 

Kant  :  Phenomena  and  Noumenay  the  Empirical  and  the 
Intelligible  ;    Noumenal  Freedom. 

The  solution  proposed  by  Hume  was  only  an  apparent  one. 
The  meaning  he  attaches  to  the  word  freedom  was  only  a 
means  of  insuring  the  triumph  of  determinism.  After  so 
many  fruitless  attempts,  so  many  antithetical  systems,  history 
seemed  to  have  proved  the  impossibility  of  reconciling  natural 
necessity  with  human  freedom. 

It  is  one  of  Kant's  merits  that  he  offered  a  new  hypothesis 
which,  like  any  other  undemonstrated  hypothesis,  one  may  refuse 
to  accept,  but  which,  at  any  rate,  includes  both  determinism  and 
freedom  without  requiring  the  human  mind  to  affirm  at  the 
same  moment  two  contradictory  propositions.  According  to 
Kant,  we  can  only  represent  phenomena  to  ourselves  under 
the  form  of  space  and  time,  and  phenomena  represented 
in  space  and  time  cannot  be  brought  into  harmony  with  the 
unity  and  identity  of  consciousness  unless,  in  their  reciprocal 
action,  they  are  linked  together  by  an  inflexible  determinism, 
"  But  since  all  the  concepts  and  principles  of  our  understand- 
ing are  altogether  void  if  applied  outside  the  limits  of  our 
understanding,  it  is  an  illusion  on  the  part  of  reason  when  it 
attributes  objective  validity  to  entirely  subjective  maxims 
which,  in  reality,  it'  only  accepts  for  its  own  satisfaction." 

In  this  way  we  get  rid  of  fatalism.  The  world  as  it 
appears  to  us  is  subject  to  determinism.     But  it  is  only  an 
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apparent  world.  The  world  of  the  thing-in-itself,  the  world 
of  realities,  of  noumena,  is  independent  of  laws  which  have 
meaning  only  through  and  for  the  subjective  forms  of  sense. 
In  a  word,  we  have  not  the  right  to  infer  from  what  appears 
to  what  is.  The  Critique  of  Pure  Reason  proves  that  freedom 
is  possible,  the  Critique  of  Practical  Reason,  that  it  is  necessary. 
Duty,  the  categorical  imperative,  has  no  meaning  unless  there 
is  freedom;  it  demands  freedom  and  communicates  its  own 
certainty  to  freedom. 

No  doubt  in  our  present  life  our  actions,  taken  collectively, 
are  only  phenomena  and  form  a  system  the  parts  of  which  are 
linked  together  according  to  the  laws  of  determinism;  but  this 
series,  which  is  manifold,  successive  and  divisible,  because  un- 
folded in  time,  is  the  expression  of  an  act  that  is  simple,  single, 
free,  accomplished  outside  time,  in  the  eternal.  Necessity  is  the 
appearance,  freedom  the  reality  ;  and  Kant  "  abolishes  know- 
ledge to  make  room  for  belief  "  (Pref.  2nd  ed.  of  the  Critique 
of  Pure  Reason). 

Thus,  for  Kant,  there  are  two  worlds,  the  world  as  it  appears 
to  us,  the  world  of  phenomena  which,  being  subject  to  the 
form  of  time,  can  only  be  thought  as  determined;  and  the 
world  of  noumena  which  exists  outside  of  time,  which  alone  has 
real  being  and  to  which  we  have  not  the  right  to  apply  the 
categories,  since  these  have  no  meaning  except  in  connection 
with  the  entirely  subjective  forms  of  sense.  The  world  of 
phenomena  is  ruled  by  empirical  causality,  that  is  to  say,  by 
the  continuous  concatenation  of  the  same  antecedents  with  the 
same  consequents  ;  in  the  noumenal  world  there  is  no  time,  no 
before  nor  after,  hence  no  antecedents,  no  consequents.  Here 
we  have  the  reign  of  intelligible  causality,  that  is  to  say,  of 
freedom. 

Let  us  apply  these  principles  to  man.  There  is  a 
phenomenal  and  a  noumenal  man.  Man,  as  he  appears 
to  others  and  to  himself,  is  only  the  phenomenon  of  himself. 
All  the  actions  of  that  phenomenal  man,  occurring  in 
time,  are  connected  according  to  the  laws  of  a  necessary 
succession.  If  we  could  take  into  account  all  the  principles 
by  which  he  is  determined  "we  should  be  able  to  calculate  the 
future  conduct  of  a  man  with  as  much  certainty  as  we 
calculate  an  eclipse  of  the  sun  or  moon."     When  from  the 
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actions  of  a  man  we  have  inferred  his  habitual  springs  of 
conduct,  what  Kant  calls  his  empirical  character^  can  we  not 
with  relative  certainty  determine  what  he  will  do  under  given 
circumstances  ?     This  is  the  case  for  determinism. 

But  where  does  this  empirical  character  come  from,  this 
Jaw,  this  general  rule,  from  which  it  is  possible  to  infer  the 
manifold  actions  of  an  individual  ?  The  empirical  character, 
like  everything  else  that  manifests  itself  in  time,  merely 
expresses  the  thing-in-itself,  the  absolute,  eternal  reality.  Its 
principle  is  therefore  not  to  be  found  in  phenomena.  The 
reason  of  our  empirical  character  is  to  be  found  in  the 
intelligible  character  which,  in  its  unity,  implicitly  contains 
all  that  our  entire  life  unfolds  in  its  successive  variety.  We 
will  all  our  actions,  in  principle,  freely  and  outside  of  time. 
It  is  this  noumenal  free  choice  that,  in  spite  of  determinism, 
justifies  remorse  in  the  guilty,  indignation  in  the  spectator  of 
evil  doing,  and  that  explains  the  fact  that  precocity  in  evil,  a 
kind  of  fatal  tendency  found  in  certain  children,  appears  to  us 
not  as  an  excuse  but  as  an  aggravation  of  the  evil.  Such,  at 
least,  is  the  conception  of  Kant,  who,  filled  like  St.  Augustine 
with  the  idea  of  the  wickedness  of  man,  substitutes  the  idea  of 
the  radical  sinfulness  of  man  for  the  theological  doctrine  of 
original  sin. 

Conclusion, 

The  problem  of  freedom  continued  to  exist  after  Kant,  as 
it  did  before  him.  It  has  been  questioned  whether  all  the 
elements  of  his  doctrine  were  in  harmony,  and  whether  the 
doctrine  itself  was  as  favourable  to  morality  as  he  thought  it 
was.  Does  not  the  determinism  of  phenomena  extend,  by  a 
kind  of  logical  necessity,  to  the  world  of  noumena  ?  And  does 
not  absolute  predestination  deprive  our  present  life  of  all 
meaning,  of  all  moral  value  ?  Philosophers  tried  to  restore  to 
freedom  its  right  of  interfering  in  the  course  of  phenomena, 
and  the  dispute  between  the  libertarians  and  determinists  was 
reopened.  Determinists,  without  being  able  to  add  anything 
very  new  to  the  psychological  arguments  of  the  ancients,  but 
finding  constant  s'upport  in  the  progress  of  science,  have,  by 
the  mechanical  theory  of  the  universe,  by  the  relations  between 
mental  and  physiological  life,  which  are  being  defined  every 
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day  with  increasing  clearness,  and  by  the  inferences  to  be  drawn 
from  statistics  {e.g,  of  murders,  suicides,  and  marriages),  made  the 
most  of  the  authority  of  science. 

The  upholders  of  free  will  have,  for  this  very  reason, 
thought  themselves  obliged  to  seek  an  explanation  of  facts 
in  a  region  behind  human  freedom,  and  would  place  it  at  the 
very  origin  of  things. 

The  author  of  a  philosophy  of  freedom,  M.  Secretan  of 
Lausanne,  has  with  greater  boldness  resumed  the  arguments  of 
Duns  Scotus  and  Descartes,  and,  after  Kant's  example,  making 
metaphysics  subordinate  to  morality,  he  has  sacrificed  divine^ 
foreknowledge  to  freedom,  and  co-ordinated  all  his  ideas,  all 
his  theories,  all  his  hypotheses  concerning  the  origin  and 
nature  of  things,  with  the  reality  of  free  will.  M.  Em. 
Boutroux  asserts  the  "contingency  of  natural  laws."  He 
reduces  laws  to  the  habits  of  causes  that  are  creative  and 
spontaneous.  These  causes  are  called  into  being  and  main- 
tained by  the  infinite  freedom  which  divine  perfection,  as 
Descartes  said,  has  given  to  itself.  Others  (M.  Ptenouvier  and 
his  disciples),  making  use  of  the  category  of  number,  ask  us  to 
reject  substance,  the  infinite,  the  necessary,  all  of  which,, 
according  to  them,  are  unintelligible  things  ;  and,  in  order  to 
satisfy  reason,  while  preserving  free  will,  they  propose  absolute 
beginnings,  phenomena  arising  out  of  nothing,  phenomena  in 
themselves  and  by  themselves,  and  make  the  relative  absolute^ 
Some  (MM.  Delbœuf,  Boussinesq)  find  in  the  mechanical  laws 
themselves,  or  rather  in  certain  cases  of  indétermination  which 
are  reconcilable  with  these  laws,  reasons  for  accepting  the 
doctrine  of  free  will. 

M.  Alfred  Fouillée,  on  the  other  hand,  finds  in  determinism 
itself  a  "  kind  of  practical  equivalent  of  and  indefinite  approxi- 
mation "  to  free  will,  by  inserting  a  succession  of  intermediate 
terms  between  the  extremes  :  the  idea  of  freedom,  the  desire 
of  freedom,  and  the  love  of  freedom.  "  We  no  longer  regard 
freedom  as  a  magical  power  nor  as  a  completed  thing,  but  as 
an  end,  an  idea  which  can  only  be  realised  progressively  and 
methodically  by  means  of  a  regular  determinism." 

Notwithstanding  all  these  attempts  the  problem  of  free  will 
has  not  been  solved.  But  can  it  ever  be  solved  after  the 
manner  of  a  mathematical  problem  ?     We  may  doubt  it.     The 
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very  nature  of  the  problem  precludes  such  a  solution;  but  what 
one  may  assert  is  that  it  is  now  stated  more  precisely  than 
heretofore.  The  progress  of  determinism  has  itself  led  the 
partisans  of  freedom  to  strengthen  their  arguments  and  to 
extend  their  application  of  them.  They  grant  that  freedom 
cannot  be  a  miracle,  nor  can  man,  as  Spinoza  said,  be  an  empire 
within  an  empire.  If  man  is  free  it  is  because  freedom  is  the 
principle  of  things,  because  it  exists  everywhere,  because 
determinism  itself  is  only  a  product  of  freedom.  And  it  is 
towards  this  final  solution  that  the  followers  of  Maine  de 
Biran,  as  well  as  those  of  Kant  and  Schelling,  seem  to  be 
advancing. 
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CHAPTER  X 


HABIT 


Habit    is    a    disposition   acquired  or  contracted  through  the 
repetition  or  continuation  of  impressions  or  actions. 

There  is  an  obvious  analogy  between  habit  and  memory,  and 
we  must  expect  to  find  that  the  theories  of  habit  correspond  to 
those  we  have  set  forth  in  connection  with  memory.  The 
history  of  this  problem  has,  however,  a  peculiar  interest,  because 
habit,  which  was  first  studied  by  moralists  in  its  relation  to  the 
will,  has  in  our  days  come  to  be  regarded  as  one  of  the  great 
principles  of  speculative  philosophy.  Here  again  we  have  an 
example  of  the  law  of  philosophic  progress.  Truths  are  added 
to  one  another,  not  by  constant  accumulation  as  in  the  positive 
sciences,  but  points  of  view  are  changed,  and  all  possible 
principles  of  explanation  are  tried  and  followed  up  to  their 
ultimate  consequences;  and  from  these  attempts  at  system, 
from  these  syntheses,  which  although  only  partial  are  often  too 
ambitious,  some  permanent  truths  are  attained. 

Flato:     Antithesis  between  Habit  and  Knowledge, 

Plato  inquires,  into  the  nature  of  habit,  and  in  the  main 
condemns  it.  Man's  task  is  to  set  himself  free  from  opinion, 
which  is  always  relative  and  changing,  and  to  rise  to  absolute 
knowledge,  the  object  of  which  is  the  eternal  and  the  im- 
muUble.  True  virtue  is  knowledge.  To  know  is  to  do,  and 
to  do  well  is  to  know;  therefore  one  cannot  but  despise  a 
virtue  that  rests  on  mere  habit.  It  is  a  thing  of  routine, 
without    principle,    and  just    as  uncertain  as  the  opinion    on 
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which  it  is  founded  ;  and  those  who  possess  it  are  incapable  of 
communicating  it  to  others.  The  great  Athenian  politicians 
had  no  disciples.  Theniistocles,  Aristides,  Pericles,  were 
not  able  to  leave  to  their  children  the  inheritance  of  their 
political  knowledge  (Meno,  99).  Consisting  as  it  does  in  prac- 
tices that  are  frequently  contradictory,  and  not  derived  from 
any  single  principle,  the  virtue  that  rests  upon  habit  is 
incapable  of  making  of  life  a  harmonious  whole.  Habit 
applies  to  evil  as  readily  as  to  good  ;  and  if  it  alights  upon 
the  good,  it  is  only  by  a  happy  chance.  It  is  not  led  by 
the  feeling  of  beauty  to  recognize  that  nothing  is  desirable 
except  the  good.  Moreover,  habitual  conduct  is  generally 
determined  by  lower  motives,  virtue  is  not  loved  or  desired 
for  its  own  sake,  but  for  the  sake  of  pleasure  or  some 
other  advantage.  This  is  the  virtue  of  a  slave  ;  this  is  being 
"  brave  through  cowardice,  temperate  through  intemperance  " 
(PhaedOj  82  a). 

Plato  makes  those  men  live  again  in  the  form  of  bees,  wasps, 
and  ants,  "  who  have  practised  the  civil  and  social  virtues, 
which  are  called  temperance  and  justice,  and  which  are 
acquired  by  habit  and  attention  without  philosophy  and  mind" 
(FhaedOy  82  a).  (ol  rrjv  SrjjULoriKriv  re  koi  ttoXitik^v  aperriv 
€7riT€Tr]S€VKOT€Ç  .  .  .  €^  cOovç  T€  KOI  fxcXeTrjç  ycyovviav  avev 
(bi\o(TO(piaç  Te  Koi  vov.) 

In  the  tenth  book  of  the  Republic  (519),  when  the  souls  are 
choosing  their  future  destiny,  one  unhappy  man  chooses  the 
condition  of  tyrant,  and  thus  condemns  himself.  "  He  .  .  . 
had  dwelt  in  a  former  life  in  a  well-ordered  state,  but  his 
virtue  was  a  matter  of  habit  only,  and  he  had  no  philosophy  " 
(eOeL  avev  {piXocrocblaç  àpeT^jç  /neTeiXrjCJyoTay  Ibid.  619). 

Aristotle:  The  Origin,  liature,  and  Effects  of  Habit  :  The  part 
played  by  Habit  in  Knowledge  and  Virtue, 

To  Aristotle  belongs  the  credit  of  having  been  the  first  to 
propound  a  psychological  theory  of  habit.  Further  truths  have, 
no  doubt,  been  added  to  those  which  he  discovered,  and  a  more 
scientific  classification  of  facts  has  been  made  ;  but  his  theory 
remains  none  the  less  admirable  for  its  depth  and  precision. 
Habit,  he  says,  is  formed  gradually,  and  is  the  result  of  a 
movement  which  is  not  natural  or  innate,  but  which  is  fre- 
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quently  repeated.  Thus  the  origin  of  habit  is  the  repetition  of 
an  act  ;  it  has  for  its  principle  the  acts  which  are  similar  to 
those  which  it  itself  engenders.  "  It  is  our  actions  that 
determine  our  habits  or  character  "  {Nic.  Eth.  II,  2).  "  It  is 
absurd  to  say  that  he  who  acts  unjustly  does  not  wish  to 
become  unjust  "  (Nic.  Eth.  Ill,  5). 

The  origin  of  habit  being  thus  determined,  let  us  now  see  what 
habit  itself  is.  Habit  is  like  nature.  Just  as  in  nature  things 
follow  one  another,  so  is  it  also  with  acts  of  the  mind,  and  what 
is  frequently  repeated  creates  a  second  nature  i^Çicrirep  yàf> 
(j)V(Tiç  rjdvj  TO  eOoç  .  .  .  œcnrep  yap  (pvcrei  to  julctÙ  ToSe  ècrTiv,  ovrœ 
Koi  evepyeia,  to  Se  ttoWclkiç  (pvcrip  iroiel"  (De  Memoria  et 
Eeminiscentia,  2,  452  a,  27).  Habit  and  nature  are  not,  however, 
identical. 

"  That  which  is  habitual  becomes  (by  that  time)  natural  (as  it  were)  ; 
for  in  a  certain  way  custom  is  like  nature,  because  the  idea  of  frequency 
is  proximate  to  that  of  always  ;  and  now  nature  belongs  to  the  idea  of 
always,  custom  to  that  of  often"  {Rhet.  I,  11,370  a,  7). 

Another  proof  of  the  analogy  between  habit  and  nature  is 
found  in  the  effects  of  habit.  In  the  first  place  an  act 
becomes  less  difficult  through  habit. 

"  By  doing  just  acts  we  become  just,  and  by  doing  acts  of  temperance 
and  courage  we  become  temperate  and  courageous  ...  in  a  word,  acts  of 
any  kind  produce  habits  or  characters  of  the  same  kind,  c^  ofiotiov 
€V€py€LU)V  at  €^€ts  ylyvovTat  "  (Nic.  Ethics,  II,  1). 

Pleasure  is  attached  to  habitual  as  to  natural  acts.  Perfect 
virtue  is  the  virtue  that  takes  pleasure  in  itself  and  in  its  own 
actions.  He  is  not  truly  virtuous  who  does  not  delight  in 
being  so,  and  whose  virtue  is  not  the  source  of  all  his  pleasures 
and  all  his  joys. 

Thus  virtue  should  come  to  be  our  nature,  and  the  normaV 
act  should  be  the  virtuous  act.  Every  being  applies  its  activity 
to  that  which  it  loves  best.  Not  only  does  habit  make  an  act 
less  difficult,  not  only  does  it  get  rid  of  the  necessity  of  effort, 
but  it  also  produces  a  tendency  to  repeat  the  act  ;  for  the  soul 
begins  to  take  pleasure  in  it,  and  the  more  often  it  acts  in  a 
certain  way  the  more  it  desires  to  act  again  in  the  same 
way.  The  soul  delights  in  doing  what  it  has  already  done. 
The  repetition  of  an  act  gives  to  the  activity  a  form  which  is  as 
inseparable  from  it  as  a  second   nature.    Thus   custom  (the 
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repetition  of  an  act)  produces  habit,  habit  produces  desire,  and 
desire  produces  action. 

Inanimate  things  are  incapable  of  contracting  habits  ;  the 
repetition  of  an  act  will  not  change  their  nature. 

"  For  instance,  a  stone  naturally  tends  to  fall  downwards,  and  you  could 
not  train  it  to  rise  upwards  though  you  tried  to  do  so  by  throwing  it  up 
ten  thousand  times,  nor  could  you  train  fire  to  move  downwards  "  {Nic. 
Ethics^  II,  1). 

Habit  makes  its  appearance  with  life,  but  the  human  soul 
alone  is  capable  of  adding  to  nature,  and  of  giving  herself  the 
higher  forms  of  knowledge,  art,  and  virtue.  Science  is  not 
merely  the  faculty  of  attaining  truth  ;  it  is  an  acquired  facility,  a 
tendency  to  act,  to  think  ;  it  is  a  knowledge  that  is  ready  to  pass 
into  action.  In  the  same  way,  virtue  does  not  consist  in  an 
indefinite  capacity  for  acting,  nor  even  in  a  natural  inclination 
to  the  good.  Virtue  is  a  e^fç,  an  active  habit,  a  thing  we  possess 
and  are  prepared  to  make  use  of. 

It  is  not  enough  to  will  once  what  reason  commands. 
Human  life  is  not  a  thing  of  one  day,  one  swallow  does  not 
make  a  spring.  Virtue  is  the  mean  between  two  opposite 
extremes,  and  an  invariable  habit  of  moderation  with  regard 
to  the  passions.  And  since,  in  order  to  make  our  definition 
complete,  we  must  include  reason,  which  alone  can  determine 
the  due  mean,  and  our  freedom  which  is  the  principle  of  habit 
itself,  let  us  say  that  virtue  is  a  fixed  habit  of  moderation  with 
regard  to  the  passions,  which  is  voluntary,  and  determined  by 
right  reason  {Nic.  Eth.  II,  6). 

The  repetition  of  an  act  engenders  a  habit,  but  the  original 
cause  of  the  act  itself  was  our  own  free  will.  "He  who 
knowingly  commits  such  actions  as  will  make  him  unjust  is 
voluntarily  unjust  "  {Nic.  Eth.  Ill,  5).  It  is  true  that  when 
injustice  has  become  habitual,  the  individual  no  longer  has 
it  in  his  power  to  become  just,  but  the  habit  itself  de- 
pended on  him.  Just  as  he  who  throws  a  stone  is  unable  to 
call  it  back  once  it  has  goae,  although,  in  the  first  instance,  he 
was  free  either  to  pick  it  up  and  throw  it  or  not  ;  so,  in  the 
first  instance,  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  licentious  and  unjust 
man  not  to  be  licentious  and  unjust,  h  yap  apxh  ^tt'  aurw 
{Ibid.  1114  a,  19).  Thus  man  is  responsible  for  his  habits, 
because  he  is  their  true  author. 
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Aristotle  may  be  regarded  as  the  inventor  of  the  great 
theory  which  represents  habit  as  the  development  of  a  spon- 
taneity through  which  an  act  becomes  a  permanent  activity. 
The  nature  of  a  living  thing  is  not  fixed  or  imprisoned  once 
for  all  in  an  immutable  form.  A  living  being  can  gain  new 
aptitudes  through  training  and  action  :  he  can  add  mobile 
forms  to  those  that  are  fixed  ;  and  in  this  way  he  may  endow 
himself  with  a  new  nature  which  depends  on  himself  and  on 
that  which  he  does. 

Stoicism  :  Definition  of  the  e^iç  ;  Knowledge  is  a  e^iç  ;  Virtue 
is  not  Habit;  Correction  of  this  Paradox;  Theory  of  the  TrpoKOTrrj; 
Summary. 

The  Stoics  borrowed  the  word  e^^ç  from  Aristotle,  but  they 
extended  and  modified  its  meaning.  In  Aristotle  the  word  e^tç 
•corresponds  exactly  to  our  'habit.'  Whereas  the  e^iç  of  the 
Stoics  represents  a  much  larger  genus,  of  which  habit, 
properly  so-called,  is  only  a  species.  The  e^fç  is  the  quality 
(TTOfOTïyç,  TO  TTOiov)  which  comprises  the  essential  characteristics 
of  a  thing,  in  contrast  to  its  manner  of  being  (a-^ea-iç,  to  ttcôç 
€p(oi/).  The  e^iç  has  its  origin  in  the  very  nature  of  the 
object  ;  it  presupposes  an  internal  and  innate  principle  of  self- 
«onservation.  The  o")(€(nç,  on  the  other  hand,  is  acquired  (ràç 
yu€i/  yap  a")(€(T€iç  Taïç  €7rncT)jT0iç  KaTacrTacreo'i  yapaKTriplY^crOaij 
Tag  Se  e^eiç  Taïç  e^  kavTwv  ivepyelaç  :  Simpl.  61  j8).  When  the 
e^eiç  admit  neither  of  the  more  nor  of  the  less,  and  are  suscep- 
tible neither  of  tension  (eirlTacriç)  nor  of  relaxation  (âvea-iç), 
they  become  what  are  called  the  SiaOea-eiç.  The  distinctive 
•characteristic  of  the  e^iç,  strictly  so-called,  is  that  it  is  capable 
of  degrees,  of  less  and  more.  The  e^/ç  always  implies  some 
spontaneity  ;  it  can  also  diminish  or  increase,  and  by  these 
two  characteristics  we  can  see  how  it  is  that  habit  may  be 
considered  as  one  of  its  species. 

The  quality  which  imposes  a  form  on  indeterminate  matter 
is  a  reality,  and  for  the  Stoics  every  reality  was  corporeal. 
Quality  is  therefore  a  body  penetrating  another  body,  a  force 
•extending  throughout  all  the  parts  which  it  binds  together  (ràç 
^€  TToioTfjTaç  TTvevjj.aTa  Koù  Toi/ovÇf  ova-laç  Ka]  crwimaTa  :  Plut. 
■de  Stoic  repugn.  XLIII,  XLV,  XLIX).  The  e^iç  is  an  aerial 
tension,  an  ether,  a  breath  in  circular  motion  (^  Se  e^iç  ea-Ti  Tri/evjua 
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avTia-Tpecbov  ecf)'  eavro),  which  goes  from  the  centre  to  the 
periphery,  returns  from  the  periphery  to  the  centre,  and  thus 
holds  together  the  whole  body,  whose  form  and  unity  it  is.  It 
had  already  been  said  by  Aristotle  that  even  a  stone,  in  order  to 
keep  its  different  parts  together,  required  something  analogous 
to  a  soul.  The  Stoics  place  in  the  stone,  in  every  organised 
being,  a  quality,  a  force,  which,  by  binding  its  elements 
together,  contains  them,  and  is  thus  their  constant  habit  (e^^?). 
'AvdyKrj  Se  to  ev  (rœ/uia  viro  /xmç,  &  (pacriv^  e^ewç  crvviyecrOaL 
(Alex.  Aphr.  de  Mixtis,  143  a). 

As  in  nature  the  e^tç  is  a  force  which  contains  and  binds 
together  the  elements  of  the  stone  and  of  the  wood,  the  bones, 
and  the  sinews  of  the  animal,  so  science  is  a  force  which 
unites  representations  once  they  are  understood,  and  makes 
them  into  a  system  {(rva-Trjuia).  Science  is  therefore  a  habit,  a 
€^iç,  which  consists  in  an  energy  and  in  a  voluntary  tension 
of  the  soul. 

"  Science  is  a  possession,  or  habit  of  the  representations,  which  is  firm 
and  incapable  of  being  affected  by  reasoning,  and  which  consists  entirely 
in  tension  and  energy,  ^tv  (fiavracrtwv  SeKTLKrji'  afiiTairTiorov  xmo  Xoyov 
r^vrLvd  (f>aG-LV  ev  tovi^  koI  Svvd/JLeL  KelcrSat  "  (Stob.  Eel.  II,  130). 

Such  is  the  nature  of  knowledge.  As  regards  virtue,  the 
Stoics  abandon  the  theory  of  Aristotle,  and  return  to  that  of 
Socrates  and  Plato.  Virtue  is  knowledge  and  can  be  taught  : 
Vice  is  ignorance  :  eJvai  S'  àyvolaç  ràç  KaKtaç,  cov  al  aperai 
èTTia-T^luLai  (Diog.  L.  VII,  93).  Thus  practice  with  them  was 
identical  with  theory.  Goodness  that  is  natural,  or  a  mere 
ha,bit,  they  despised. 

^^  Cumque  superiores  (Aristotle)  non  (ymnem  virtutem  in  ratione  esse 
dicerent,  sed  quasdam  virtutes  natura  aut  more  perfectas^  hie  (Zeno)  omnes 
in  ratione  ponebat"  (Cic.  Acad.  I,  10,  38). 

The  divers  virtues  are  inseparable  from  one  another;  we 
either  have  all  the  virtues,  or  none  of  them,  for  the  different 
virtues  cannot  exist  apart  from  one  another.  Virtue  is  the 
expression  of  right  will,  it  is  a  force  that  affects  all  the  actions 
of  our  life.  There  are  no  degrees  in  virtue  ;  it  either  is  or  is 
not,  just  as  a  line  must  either  be  straight,  or  not  straight,  and 
there  is  no  other  alternative  (Diog.  L.  vii,  127).  Between 
vice  and  virtue  there  is  no  niiddle  stage  :  he  who  is  not  wise  i& 
mad. 
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The  obvious  conclusion  is,  that  Aristotle  was  wrong  in 
defining  virtue  by  the  e^fç,  for  the  e^iç  is  susceptible  of  degrees, 
of  more  and  less.  Virtue  is  a  SiaOea-Lç,  and  is  subject  neither 
to  tension  nor  relaxation.  Virtue  is  not  acquired  gradually, 
by  a  series  of  acts  that  are  in  conformity  with  reason  ;  it 
appears  all  at  once,  and  is  the  soul  herself  in  a  state  of  strength 
and  perfection  from  which  she  cannot  fall.  Decrescere  summum 
honum  non  potest,  nee  virtuti  ire  retro  licet.  .  .  .  Incrementum 
maximo  non  est  ;  nihil  invenies  rectiiis  recto  (Seneca,  Epist, 
LXVI,  5). 

The  Stoics  might,  in  theory,  deny  any  connection  between 
habit  and  virtue,  but,  in  so  doing  they  seem  to  have  placed 
virtue  on  an  inaccessible  height,  to  which  there  was  no  road. 
In  order  to  find  a  wise  man,  they  had  to  go  back  to  Ulysses, 
or  even  as  far  back  as  Hercules.  But  the  very  necessity  of 
distinguishing  themselves  from  the  common  herd  compelled 
the  Stoics  to  correct  and  soften  their  own  paradoxes,  to  re- 
establish the  existence  of  certain  intermediate  states  between 
virtue  and  vice,  and  consequently,  to  allow  once  more  that 
habit  has  its  place  and  function  in  human  life.  Passion,  they 
said,  is  a  disturbance  of  the  soul,  a  momentary  weakness, 
(Motus  animi  improbabiles  subiti  et  coTwitati,  Seneca)  ;  but  if 
passion  is  not  controlled,  or  if  it  arises  frequently,  it  becomes 
a  disease  of  the  soul. 

The  Stoics  divided  the  diseases  of  the  soul  into  diseases 
proper  (vocrri/jiaTa,  morbi)  and  into  weaknesses  (àppcûa-TruuLara). 
The  disease  of  the  soul  is  opinion,  which  is  the  cause  of  desite, 
and  has  degenerated  into  a  rooted  habit  (So^a  eTriOv/juaç 
eppvrjKvîa  €iç  e^iv),  opinion  which  makes  us  consider  some  things 
as  most  worthy  of  pursuit  which  are  not  so  (m^  alperd).  And 
there  is  a  false  fear,  which  corresponds  to  this  false  desire  : 
opinio  vehemens,  inhaerens  atque  insita  de  re  non  fugienda 
tanquam  fugicnda  (Sen.). 

It  is  somewhat  difficult  to  see  the  distinction  between  the 
àppaxrrrifjLa  and  the  vocrrj/uia.  The  former  is  a  weakness  of 
the  soul,  a  relaxation,  which  accompanies  disease,  and  is  at 
once  the  source  and  the  consequence  of  it.  As  some  bodies 
are  predisposed  to  physical  diseases  (evefx-KTuacrlai)  so  there  is 
also  in  certain  souls  a  predisposition  to  spiritual  diseases,  they 
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are  cvKaracpoplai  €19  irdOoc.      The  voaroi,  the  appwa-n)fj.aTa,  aniî 
the  evKara^oplai  are  e^e^ç,  habits. 

Thus  the  Stoicf  acknowledged  the  part  played  by  habit  in 
vice  :  they  also  found  themselves  obliged  to  recognize  ita 
importance  in  the  attainment  of  virtue.  Just  as  the  soul  may 
degenerate,  so  also  it  is  possible  for  it  to  make  progress 
towards  the  good.  In  the  first  place,  every  man  has  a  primi- 
tive  inclination  to  virtue;  omnibus  nutura  fumlamenta  dedit 
semenque  virtutiim  (Sen.  Epist  CVIII,  8).  In  the  second  place, 
a  man  may,  without  attaining  perfect  wisdom,  gradually  come 
to  resemble  the  sage  by  imitating  his  behaviour,  by  performing 
the  same  actions,  namely  those  medium  duties,  officia  media. 
which  the  Stoics  call  KaOriKovTa  in  contrast  to  the  perfect  duty 
(Ka-ropOcû/uia)  which  is  accomplished  by  the  sage  alone.  Thus, 
man  is  capable  of  a  continuous  progress  towards  virtue.  Such 
is  the  theory  of  the  irpoKOTrrj. 

"  Socrates,  Diogenes,  and  Antisthenes  made  great  progress  in  virtue  '* 
(D.  L.  VII,  91).  "When  the  two  Decii,  or  the  two  Scipios  are  com- 
memorated as  brave  men,  or,  when  Fabricius  and  Aristides  are  called  just> 
is  either  an  example  of  fortitude  looked  for  from  the  former,  or  of  justice 
from  the  latter,  as  from  wise  men  ?  For  neither  of  these  was  wise,  in  such 
a  sense  as  we  wish  the  term  wise  man  to  be  understood.  Nor  were  those 
who  were  esteemed  and  named  wise,  Marcus  Cato  and  Caius  Laelius,  wise 
men.  But,  from  the  frequent  performance  of  mean  duties,  they  bore 
the  similitude  and  appearance  of  wise  men  "  (Cicero,  de  Off.  Ill,  IV,  14). 

In  this  progress  towards  wisdom,  there  are  three  stages.  In 
the  lowest,  a  man  is  free  from  most  vices,  but  not  from  all, 
extra  multa  et  magna  vitia  sed  non  idtra  omnia.  Then  follow 
those  who  are  free  from  the  passions,  but  are  still  exposed  to 
the  danger  of  a  relapse  into  them.  Lastly,  he  who  has  reached 
the  highest  term  of  this  progress,  is  no  longer  subject  to  a 
relapse,  and  for  perfect  wisdom,  only  lacks  the  consciousness  of 
his  own  wisdom  {Sed  hoc  illis  de  se  nondum  liquet.  .  .  .  Et  scire 
se  nesciunt  ;  Seneca,  Epist.  LXXV,  8). 

This  theory  of  progress  would  seem  to  imply  a  return  to  the 
Peripatetic  view  ;  for  does  not  the  constant  practise  of  all  the 
KaOmovra  constitute  a  progress  towards  wisdom  ?  But  the  Stoics 
adhered  nevertheless  to  their  original  paradox  ;  between  true 
virtue  and  the  virtue  of  the  vulgar,  there  is  always  a  chasm. 
What  matters  it  whether  one  is  drowned  near  to  the  shore  or 
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far  from  it  ?  True  virtue  is  a  SiâSea-iç  ;  it  appears  entire,  all 
at  once,  at  the  extreme  end  of  the  progress.  It  is  an  indivis- 
ible thing  which  must  be  possessed  in  its  entrrety  or  not  at  alL 

Let  us  now  see  whether  it  is  possible  to  abstract  some 
common  conception  from  the  diverse  meanings  attached  to  the 
word  e^iç.  The  e^iç  is  always  a  quality,  a  force  capable  of 
degrees  of  less  or  more;  a  cause  that  is  at  once  formal  and 
corporeal,  and  imposes  a  certain  unity  upon  the  elements  which 
it  pervades  and  binds  together. 

By  their  indifferent  use  of  the  word  e^iç  to  indicate  either 
the  force  which  in  nature  is  the  cause  of  the  cohesion  of  in- 
organic things,  or  the  force  which  in  knowledge  connects  our 
representations  into  a  system  ;  from  their  use  of  the  same  word 
to  express  also,  both  natural  dispositions  (such  as  the  eJ/cara- 
(poplai  €iç  TraOoç)  and  those  which  are  acquired  through  the 
repetition  of  the  same  acts  (such  as  the  diseases  of  the  soul  or 
progress  in  virtue),  it  is  clear  that  the  Stoics  recognized  the 
connection  between  the  force  that  is  operative  in  nature,  and 
that  development  of  our  spontaneous  activity  which  we  call 
habit.  Thus  a  wider  meaning  was  given  to  Aristotle's  maxim, 
now  a  commonplace,  that  habit  is  a  second  nature. 

Epicurus:  Mechanical  Theory  of  Habit. 

Epicurus  taught  that  virtue  consists  both  in  knowledge  and 
in  habit,  but  he  did  not  advance  any  special  theory  of  the 
latter.  Habit  would  seem  to  have  been  to  him  merely  a 
means,  a  provisional  instrument  ;  for  he  holds  with  the  Stoics 
that  wisdom,  when  once  it  is  acquired,  can  neither  increase^ 
nor  diminish,  nor  be  lost. 

But  although  Epicurus  offers  no  general  theory  of  habit,  he 
explains  the  association  of  ideas  by  means  of  a  mechanical 
doctrine  which  reminds  one  of  the  Cartesian  view.  The  soul 
is  corporeal,  and  is  composed  of  very  fine  atoms  which  pervade 
the  whole  body.  When  an  impression  causes  a  movement  in 
the  soul,  this  movement  produces,  in  its  turn,  movements 
similar  to  those  by  which  it  has  on  a  former  occasion  been 
followed.  In  this  way  are  connected  with  a  present  sensation 
the  recollection  of  past  perceptions,  or  the  movements  of  the 
body  that  stand  in  some  relation  to  that  sensation.  On 
hearing  the  word  snow,  we  think  of  coldness  and  whiteness  ; 
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when  we  see  acid  fruit,  the  taste  of  which  we  know,  there  is 
an  abundant  secretion  in  our  salivary  glands.  Atomi  casu 
quodam  et  sine  ratione  concurrentes  in  unum  et  animam 
créantes,  ut  Epicuro  placet,  quarum  \ina  commota,  07rinem 
spiritum,  id  est  animam,  moveri  simul.  Unde  plerumque  audita 
nive  candorem  simul  et  frigus  homines  recardari,  vcl  quum  quis 
edit  acerba  quaedam,  qui  hoc  vident,  assidue  exspuere  in^remento 
salivae  (Chalcid.  in  Tim.  213). 

In  the  mystic  philosophy  of  the  Neo-l*latonists,  the  part 
assigned  to  habit  was  naturally  of  minor  importance.  Practical 
virtue  belongs  to  the  soul,  in  as  much  as  the  latter  is  joined  to 
the  body  ;  it  moderates  our  desires,  calms  our  passions,  frees 
us  from  false  opinions,  and  presents  in  the  sensible  world  an 
image  of  the  true  harmony.  But  virtue  has  another  function 
besides  that  of  regulating  our  sensible  nature  ;  it  separates 
the  body  from  the  soul  and  prepares  man  for  ecstasy,  which  is 
the  immediate  possession  of  the  Good. 

Descartes:  Physiological  Theory  of  Habit.  Bodily  and 
Mental  Habits, 

The  mechanical  theory  of  habit,  of  which  we  found  the 
original  conception  in  Epicurus,  was  developed  by  the 
Cartesian  school.  Descartes  regards  the  soul  and  the  body  as 
distinct  substances.  Body  is  extended,  and,  like  the  material 
universe,  subject  to  mechanical  laws  only.  The  soul  is  pure 
thought,  and  has  its  own  law,  and  its  own  life.  From 
the  union  of  soul  and  body  there  results  a  third  life, 
which  has  something  from  each.  The  body  is  an  auto- 
matic machine;  and  animals,  being  only  bodies,  are  mere 
machines,  all  of  whose  movements  can  be  explained  by  the 
arrangement  of  the  works  and  the  action  of  the  springs  in  the 
machine.  Our  bodies,  like  those  of  animals,  are  marvellous 
automata,  and  are  set  in  motion  by  the  warmest  and  most 
subtle  elements  of  the  blood,  that  is,  by  the  animal  spirits, 
which  ascend  to  the  brain,  and,  according  to  the  different 
movements  of  the.  pineal  gland  (the  principal  seat  of  the  soul 
in  Descartes'  theory),  flow  rapidly  into  the  muscles,  and 
by  distending  and  contracting  the  latter  produce  the  move- 
ment of  our  bodies. 
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"  All  our  limbs  can  then  be  set  in  motion  by  the  objects  of  sense,  and  by 
the  spirits,  without  the  aid  of  the  soul.  ...  All  the  movements  we  make 
without  any  intervention  of  the  will  (as  it  often  happens  that  we  breathe, 
or  walk,  or  eat,  in  fact  that  we  perform  all  such  actions  as  are  common  to 
us  and  animals),  depend  solely  on  the  structure  of  our  members  and  the 
course  which  the  spirits,  excited  by  the  heat  of  the  heart,  naturally  take 
in  our  brains  and  nerves  and  muscles,  just  as  the  movement  of  a  watch  is 
produced  by  the  force  of  its  spring  and  the  construction  of  its  wheels  "  {On 
the  FassiœiSy  a  16). 

Given  this  bodily  mechanism,  it  is  easy  to  deduce  from  it 
the  origin  of  habit.  When  the  spirits  have  once  passed 
through  certain  pores  of  the  brain,  these  pores  are  more  easily 
re-opened  than  others  by  the  return  of  the  spirits  into  them 
{Ibid,  a  42). 

Habits  are  formed  in  us  just  as  rivers  hollow  out  and  alter 
their  beds  by  flowing  through  them.  Thus  there  are  purely 
corporeal  habits,  which  are  due  to  the  sole  fact  that  a  move- 
ment when  repeated  traces  out  an  easy  road  for  the  spirits  to 
travel  in  ;  and,  as  everything  that  takes  place  in  the  body  is 
re-echoed  in  the  soul,  we  have  in  this  the  source  of  a  real 
dependence  and  slavery. 

But  we  must  remember  that  soul  and  body  act  and  re-act 
upon  one  another.  Having  examined  habit  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  body,  let  us  now  consider  it  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  soul.  "  Our  will  has  by  nature  such  freedom  that 
it  can  never  be  forced  "  (a  41).  Even  after  the  emergence 
of  a  particular  thought  the  soul  may  come  to  any  one  of  a 
number  of  resolutions.  "We  do  not  always  connect  the 
same  action  with  the  same  thought"  (Ibid,  a  136).  When 
we  want  to  speak  we  do  not  think  of  the  movements  of  our 
tongue  and  lips,  but  only  of  the  meaning  we  wish  to  convey. 
This  is  because,  through  habit, 

"  We  connect  the  action  of  our  soul,  which,  through  the  medium  of  the 
^land,  is  able  to  move  our  tongue  and  lips,  with  the  meaning  of  the 
words  which  follow  these  movements  rather  than  with  the  movements 
themselves  "  {Ibid,  a  44). 

Habit  is  therefore  not  forced  upon  the  soul  by  the 
mechanism  of  the  body.  The  soul  makes  use  of  the  laws 
of  its  union  with  the  body  in  order  to  realize  in  this 
mechanism    the    mode    of    action    it   has   chosen.       We    can 
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imagine  what  takes  place.  "What  constitutes  the  whole 
activity  of  the  soul  is  that,  merely  by  willing  a  thing,  it 
causes  the  small  gland,  with  which  it  is  closely  connected,  to 
move  in  the  way  required  in  order  to  produce  the  effect 
referred  to  by  this  act  of  will"  (Ibid,  a  41). 

According  to  this  law,  the  volitions  of  the  soul,  which  are 
free,  are  followed  by  such  movements  of  the  gland  and  of  the- 
spirits  as  are  necessary  to  the  execution  of  these  volitions. 
Now,  we  have  seen  that,  in  virtue  of  purely  mechanical  laws, 
the  spirits  enter  more  easily  into  those  pores  of  the  brain 
which  have  been  frequently  opened  by  them,  and  fall  naturally 
into  the  paths  they  have  already  cut  out  for  themselves.  The 
soul  can  therefore,  through  its  own  volition,  make  the  spirits, 
form  throughout  its  body  paths,  which  answer  to  the  inten- 
tions it  has  formed  and  to  their  execution. 

There  would  seem  to  be  greater  difficulty  in  explaining- 
mechanically  how  it  is  that  the  soul  is  able  to  join  to  any 
movement  of  the  gland  whatever  thought  it  chooses  to  have  ;. 
Descartes  nevertheless  grants  it  this  privilege. 

"  Although  each  movement  of  the  gland  appears  to  have  been  joined  by 
nature  to  each  one  of  our  thoughts  since  the  beginning  of  our  life,  it  is 
possible  nevertheless,  through  habit,  to  join  them  to  other  thoughts'' 
(a  50).  "And  such  is  the  connection  between  the  soul  and  the  body,  that 
when  we  have  once  joined  a  certain  bodily  act  to  a  certain  thought,  the 
one  will  in  future  never  occur  without  the  other"  (a  136). 

In  virtue  of  this  law  man  is  able,  on  the  occurrence  of 
bodily  movements  that  would  naturally  occasion  fear,  to  excite 
within  himself  the  passion  of  courage  ;  and  it  is  the  same  with 
all  the  other  passions.  In  such  cases  the  bodily  mechanism  is. 
not  affected,  the  habit  no  longer  has  a  physical  origin,  and 
would  seem  to  consist  altogether  in  the  development  of  a 
spiritual  spontaneity. 

Descartes  affirms  indeed  the  existence  of  habits  in  the  purely 
spiritual  life.  He  writes  to  the  Princess  Elizabeth  (15th  of 
June,  1645)  : 

"  Besides  our  knowledge  of  truth,  habit  also  is  necessary  if  we  are  to 
be  always  disposed  to  judge  aright.  For  inasmuch  as  we  cannot  always 
be  attentive  to  one  thing,  however  clear  and  evident  the  reasons  may  have 
been  which  at  one  time  persuaded  us  of  a  truth,  we  may  later  be  induced 


HABIT 


36a 


to  disbelieve  the  same  truth,  unless  by  long  and  frequent  meditation  we 
have  so  impressed  it  upon  our  mind  that  it  has  become  a  habit  ;  and  in  this 
sense  the  schools  were  right  when  they  said  that  virtues  were  habits." 

Malebranche  :  Physiological  Theory  ;  Mechanism  of  Habit  ; 
Habits  of  the  Soul  ;  Innate  and  Instantaneous  Habits. 

Malebranche  develops  and  expounds  with  great  clearness  the 
mechanical  theory  of  habit,  and  of  its  relation  to  memory. 
"There  are  always  in  some  parts  of  the  brain,  wherever  they  may 
be  situated,  a  somewhat  large  number  of  animal  spirits,  which 
are  in  a  state  of  commotion  caused  by  the  warmth  of  the  heaf  t 
whence  they  come,  and  quite  ready  to  flow  into  any  place 
where  they  can  find  an  open  passage.  All  our  nerves  meet  in  the 
repository  of  these  spirits,  and  the  soul  has  the  power  of  deter- 
mining the  movement  of  the  spirits,  and  of  conducting  them 
through  the  nerves  into  any  of  the  muscles  of  the  body.  The 
spirits,  when  once  they  have  entered  these  muscles,  cause  the 
latter  to  swell,  and  consequently  to  become  shorter,  and  in  this 
way  they  set  in  motion  the  parts  to  which  the  muscles  are  attached. 

But  we  must  observe  that  the  spirits  do  not  always  find  the 
paths  by  which  they  are  to  pass  sufficiently  open  and  free,  and 
it  is  for  this  reason  that  we  have,  for  example,  difficulty  in 
moving  our  fingers  with  the  rapidity  required  in  order  to  play 
musical  instruments,  or  in  moving  the  muscles  used  in 
speaking  for  pronouncing  the  words  of  a  foreign  language; 
but,  by  their  continual  course  through  them,  the  animal 
spirits  gradually  open  and  smooth  out  these  paths,  so  that 
with  time  they  no  longer  find  any  resistance.  Now  it  is 
in  this  facility  which  the  animal  spirits  have  of  passing  into 
the  limbs  of  our  body  that  habits  consist  "  (Rech.  de  la  Vérité, 
Bk.  II,  1st  Part,  Ch.  V). 

Malebranche  at  the  same  time  points  out  the  relation 
between   memory   and   habit. 

"It  is  evident  from  what  we  have  just  said  that  memory  and  habit  are 
in  many  ways  connected,  and  that,  in  a  sense,  memory  may  pass  for  a  kind 
of  habit.  For  just  as  bodily  habits  consist  in  the  facility  the  spirits  have 
acquired  of  passing  into  certain  parts  of  our  body,  so  memory  consists  in 
the  traces  which  these  same  spirits  have  impressed  on  the  brain,  and 
which  enable  us  to  remember  things  with  ease.  So  that,  if  there  were  no 
perceptions  attached  to  the  course  of  the  animal  spirits  which  is  connected 
with  these  traces,  there  would  be  no  difference  between  memory  and  the 
other  habits  "  (Ibid.). 
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But  to  consider  habit  merely  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
connection  between  soul  and  body  would  be  an  arbitrary  limi- 
tation of  Malebranche's  psychology.  There  are  spiritual  habits, 
modifications  of  our  own  being,  inner  tendencies  which  are 
stable  and  permanent.  Here  Malebranche  gives  a  wider,  more 
general  meaning  to  the  word  habit.  His  habit  is  the  (xreek 
e^iç.  Habit,  he  says,  may  be  innate.  "  For  instance,  a  cliild 
coming  into  the  world  is  a  sinner,  and  deserving  of  God's  anger, 
because  God  loves  order,  and  the  heart  of  this  child  is  not 
well  ordered,  and  it  turns  to  bodily  things  from  the  habitual 
inclination  of  an  inevitable,  natural,  or  purely  involuntary 
love,  which  it  has  derived  from  his  parents  witliout  consent 
on  his  part"  {Mentale,  1st  Part,  Oh.  III).  Man's  task  is  to 
give  himself  a  second  nature  in  place  of  this  first  nature,  to 
substitute  the  acts  of  a  love  that  is  free,  for  the  acts  of  a 
love  that  is  natural.  "  Natural  love  leaves  in  the  soul  a 
tendency  to  natural  love,  and  the  love  that  is  the  result  of 
choice  leaves  the  habit  of  that  kind  of  love.  When  a  man 
has  often  consented  to  entertain  the  love  of  a  good,  he 
acquires  a  tendency  or  a  facility  of  consenting  to  it  again  " 
{Ihid.), 

We  should  never  weary  of  doing  again  that  which  ought  to 
be  done.  As  Malebranche  forcibly  puts  it  in  a  formula  which 
sums  up  the  origin  and  effects  of  habit  : 

"  Acts  produce  habits,  and  habits  acts  "  {Ihid.  Ch.  IV).  "  It  scarcely 
ever  happens  that  the  stronger  habits  are  formed  by  a  single  act,  or  that 
the  inveterate  disposition  to  obey  the  movements  of  self-love  is  destroyed 
by  an  actual  movement  of  the  mind.  On  the  contrary,  habits  are  stable  " 
{Ihid.  Ch.  III).  "  Virtues  are  usually  acquired  and  strengthened  by  acts" 
{Ihid.  Ch.  II). 

We  must  notice  here  the  expressions  hardly  ever,  usually. 
For  Malebranche,  the  spiritual  habit  is  so  far  from  being  a 
mechanical  or  inevitable  thing,  that  it  can  be  acquired  or  lost 
at  a  stroke.  Human  life  is  not,  like  a  natural  whole,  subject 
even  in  its  progress,  to  the  law  of  continuity.  In  considering 
it  we  must  take  into  account  a  supernatural  element,  namely, 
divine  grace,  which  will  sometimes  cause  a  sudden  change  of 
direction.  Naturally  we  are  only  able  to  contract  habits 
through  acts,  and  to  strengthen  them  by  practice  [Ihid.  1st  Part, 
Ch.  VIII,  §  1),  but  "  through  the  sacraments  of  the  new  ls|,w 
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we  receive  justifying  grace,  or  habitual  charity  "  (Ch.  VIII, 
§  2).  For  instance  the  priest,  in  giving  absolution,  transforms 
our  present  good  intention  into  a  constant  disposition,  into  a 
?^/ç,  as  the  Stoics  called  it.  In  the  same  way  a  good  habit 
may  be  lost  in  a  single  instant.  \ 

"The  habit  of  charity  is  much  more  frail,  much  more  difficult  to 
acquire  and  to  preserve,  than  the  habit  of  crime,  because  a  single 
deliberate  act,  a  single  mortal  sin  will  always  destroy  it.  The  principal 
reason  of  which  is  that  we  cannot  love  God  without  the  assistance  of 
grace,  and  it  is  just  that  we  should  lose  our  right  to  this  assistance  by 
one  voluntary  act  of  infidelity"  {Morale,  1st  Part,  Ch.  Ill,  §  17). 

To  sum  up  :  Malebranche  propounds  a  theory  of  habit 
which  only  refers  to  the  habits  that  result  from  the  union  of 
the  soul  and  the  body,  and  this  theory  is  a  purely  mechanical 
one.  As  for  the  habits  of  the  soul,  he  certainly  recognizes 
their  pxistence  ;  but  though  he  gives  a  theological  explanation 
of  the  natural  tendencies  which  depend  on  original  sin,  and  of 
those  which  are  due  to  the  action  of  efficacious  grace,  he 
makes  no  attempt  to  account  for  habits  properly  so  called, 
which  arise  from  the  repetition  of  acts. 

Leibnitz:    Metaphysical    Theory  ;    The  Principle  of  Habit  is 
found  in  the  Laws  and  the  Nature  of  Spiritual  Spontaneity. 

Leibnitz  deduces  habit  from  the  principles  of  his  metaphysical 
system,  and  in  particular,  from  the  law  of  continuity  :  No7i 
datur  saltus  in  natura.  In  the  Monad  everything  comes  from 
the  Monad  itself  ;  but  as  each  Monad  is  in  harmony  with  all 
other  Monads,  so  also  are  its  own  acts  in  harmony  with  one 
another  :  they  form  a  continuous  series  and  depend  upon  and 
explain  one  another.  Therefore,  a  thing  that  has  once  been 
never  absolutely  ceases  to  be  ;  something  of  it  always  survives 
in  the  actual  phenomena.  ''  The  present  is  big  with  the  future, 
and  laden  with  the  past  "  {Neio  Essays,  Pref.).  Habit,  in  this 
sense,  is  a  universal  metaphysical  law,  a  necessary  consequence 
of  determinism,  of  the  law  of  continuity,  and  of  the  pre- 
established  harmony.  The  soul  is  not  indifferent  to  its  own 
acts  :  they  express  its  nature,  determine  what  it  will  be,  and 
thus  become  for  ever  part  of  itself. 

"  An  immaterial  being  or  a  spirit  cannot  be  stripped  of  all  perception 
of  its  past  existence.  There  remain  to  it  impressions  of  all  that  has 
formerly  happened  to  it,  and  it  even  has  presentiments  of  all  that  will 
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happen  to  it  ;  but  these  feelings  are  most  often  too  feeble  to  be  capable 
of  being  distinguished  and  perceived,  although  they  may  perhaps  at  some 
time  be  developed  into  clearness  "  {New  Essays,  II,  Ch.  XXVII,  §  14). 

Thus  habit  consists  of  our  past  actions,  which  persist  in 
activity  in  a  latent  state,  survive  in  the  spontaneity  of  the 
Monad,  and  intervene,  whether  we  are  aware  of  it  or  not,  as 
determining  causes  in  our  present  behaviour.  What  has  been 
cannot  altogether  pass  away,  because  all  things  are  linked 
together,  and  depend  upon  one  another. 

"  Now,  if  this  transmigration  of  souls  were  true,  if  it  were  true  that 
souls  retaining  subtle  bodies,  passed  on  a  sudden  into  other  coarser 
bodies,  then  the  same  individual  might  continue  to  exist  in  Nestor  or 
Socrates  and  in  some  modern  person,  and  could  even  make  his  identity 
known  to  any  one  who  could  penetrate  sufficiently  into  his  nature,  by  the 
impressions  or  Inarks  which  remained  of  all  that  Nestor  or  Socrates  did, 
and  which  any  mind  sufficiently  penetrating  might  there  read'"  {Ibid.) 

As  against  the  mechanical  view  of  habit,  Leibnitz  l)rings 
forward  a  theory,  according  to  which,  the  principle  of  habit  is 
found  in  the  laws  and  development  of  our  spiritual  spontaneity. 
We  have  within  us  many  things  whose  existence  we  do  not 
suspect.  Those  small  perceptions  which  we  do  not  perceive 
"  have  more  etfect  than  we  think." 

"These  unconscious  (unfelt)  perceptions  also  indicate  and  constitute 
the  identity  of  the  individual,  who  is  characterized  by  the  traces  or 
expressions  of  his  previous  states,  which  these  unconscious  perceptions 
preserve,  as  they  connect  his  previous  states  with  his  present  state  ; 
and  these  unconscious  perceptions  may  be  known  by  a  higher  mind 
although  the  individual  himself  may  not  be  conscious  of  them,  that  is  to 
say,  though  he  may  no  longer  have  a  definite  recollection  of  them.  But 
they  (these  perceptions)  furnish  also  the  means  of  recovering  this 
recollection  when  it  is  needed,  through  periodic  developments  which  may 
some  day  occur  "  {New  Essays,  Preface). 

In  the  Modern  Empirical  School  Habit  becomes  a  Universal 
Principle  of  Explanation.  Malcbranche,  the  Precursor  of  the 
Associationists. 

So  far,  habit  has  only  been  considered  by  philosophers  as  a 
mode  of  activity,  and  chiefly  in  its  relation  to  the  moral  life. 
We  shall  now  see  how  the  importance  attached  to  it  has 
grown  in  modern  times.  Habit  has  come  to  be  regarded  as 
the  universal  law  of  speculative,  as  well  as  of  practical  life,  as 


HABIT 


367 


the  central  fact  of  the  whole  of  nature,  as  the  explanation  of 
the  apparently  innate  elements  of  mind.  Through  habit  the 
a  priori  has  been  reduced  to  the  a  posteriori^  rational  to 
empirical  elements.  It  is  not  sufficiently  well  known  that  it 
is  to  Malebranche  that  the  origin  of  this  explanation  of  things 
by  habit  is  to  be  traced.  Not  only  did  he  recognize  the 
importance  of  the  association  of  ideas,  and  find  in  it  the 
explanation  of  apparently  primary  intuitions  (see  External 
Perception))  he  even  maintained  that  man's  conception  of 
the  universe  is  merely  an  illusion  caused  by  habit  and  the 
association  of  ideas. 

According  to  Malebranche,  God  alone  acts  in  the  universe  ; 
no  movement  is  ever  caused  except  by  Him  and  on  the 
occasion  of  some  other  movement.  Now,  we  attribute 
causality  to  material  things;  we  imagine  that  a  ball  really 
pushes  the  ball  that  moves  after  contact  with  it,  whereas,  in 
fact,  there  is  only  a  succession.  "  We  think  that  a  thing  is 
a  cause  of  some  effect  when  the  one  is  always  accompanied  by 
the  other."  This  view,  which  reduces  causality  to  invariable 
succession,  and  the  principle  of  causality  (as  applied  to 
phenomena)  to  a  subjective  illusion  strengthened  by 
repetition,  recurs  in  all  the  following  theories. 

Locke:  Habit  Explains  the  Apparent  Innatencss  of  our 
Practical  Principles. 

It  was  natural  that  empiricism,  as  it  came  into  fuller  con- 
sciousness of  itself,  should  ascribe  a  larger  part  to  habit.  For, 
does  not  the  negation  of  all  a  priori  elements,  the  derivation 
of  all  things  from  experience,  amount  to  making  of  nature 
itself,  to  use  Pascal's  expression,  "  a  primary  custom  "  ? 
Locke,  however,  recognizing,  as  he  did,  the  existence  of  an 
activity  peculiar  to  the  mind,  does  not  go  so  far  as  this. 
Still — not  to  speak  of  some  of  his  particular  theories,  such  as 
that  of  substance,  for  instance  (see  Assoc,  of  Ideas) — it  is  by 
habit  that  he  explains  the  apparent  innateness  of  the  principles 
of  practical  life. 

"  It  may  come  to  pass  that  doctrines  that  had  been  derived  from  no 
better  an  original  than  the  superstition  of  a  nurse  or  the  authority  of  an 
old  woman  may,  by  length  of  time  and  consent  of  neighbours,  grow  up  to 
the  dignity  of  principles  in  religion  or  morality"  {On  Human  Under- 
standing Bk.  1,  Ch.  II,  §  22).     Here  education  plays  the  principal  part. 
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*'  When  men  so  instructed  are  grown  up,  and  reflect  on  their  own  minds, 
they  cannot  find  anything  more  ancient  there  than  those  opinions  which 
men  taught  them  before  their  memory  began  to  keep  a  register  of  their 
actions,  or  date  the  time  when  any  new  thing  appeared  to  them  ;  and, 
therefore,  make  no  scruple  to  conclude  that  those  propositions,  of  whose 
knowledge  they  can  find  in  themselves  no  original,  were  certainly  the 
impress  of  God  and  nature  on  their  minds,  and  not  taught  them  by 
anyone  else  "  {Ibid.  §  23). 

Thus  our  respect  for  moral  and  religious  principles  seems  to 
us  natural  and  innate,  only  l)ecause  we  cannot  remember  the 
time  when  we  began  to  form  ideas  of  them.  Everything  is 
explained,  in  the  first  place,  by  habit  ;  secondly,  by  the  fact 
that  we  cannot  remember  when  we  formed  this  habit  : 

"And  custom,  a  greater  power  than  nature,  seldom  failing  to  make 
them  worship  for  divine  what  she  had  inured  them  to  bow  their  minds 
and  submit  their  understanding  to  "  {Ibid.  §  25). 

Berkeley  :  All  the  Principles  of  Connection  between  our  Ideas 
are  Habits  ;  Idealistic  Empiincism. 

If  we  abolish  the  real  existence  of  extended  matter,  and 
sul)stitute  for  Malebranche's  Vision  in  God,  an  immediate 
action  of  the  divine  mind  upon  the  human  mind,  w^e  have 
Berkeley's  idealism.  In  his  system  everything  is  reduced  to 
ideas  and  relations  l^etween  ideas  :  but  these  relations  are  not 
necessary  relations,  they  do  not  tiow  from  the  nature  of  things 
or  from  their  nmtual  interaction.  If  there  is  causality 
there  must  be  reality,  and  nothing  is  truly  real  except 
spirits.  Berkeley's  philosophy  eliminates  all  causality  from 
the  external  world,  and  only  admits  relations  of  co-existence 
or  of  constant  succession  between  phenomena,  that  is  to  say, 
between  ideas.  The  laws  of  nature  are  merely  rules  in  accord- 
ance with  which  God  excites  ideas  in  us  ;  and  yet  it  is  our  very 
observation  of  those  laws  that  has  led  us  to  deny  this  fact. 

"  For,  when  we  perceive  certain  ideas  of  sense  constantly  followed  by 
other  ideas,  and  we  know  this  is  not  of  our  own  doing,  we  forthwith 
attribute  power  and  agency  to  the  ideas  themselves,  and  make  one  the 
cause  of  another,  than  which  nothing  can  be  more  absurd  and  unintelli- 
gible "  {Principles  of  Human  Knowledge,  §  32). 

The  constant  relations  between  ideas  are  not  deducible  from 
the  ideas  themselves,  but  merely  express  the  divine  wisdom 
and  will.     The  changes  in  the  material  world  form  a  kind  of 
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language  which  expresses  the  volitions  of  the  supreme  mind. 
Therefore,  it  is  only  by  experience  that  we  can  learn  the 
constant  relation  between  ideas.  "  Now  the  set  rules  or 
established  methods  wherein  the  mind  we  depend  on  excites 
in  us  the  ideas  of  sense,  are  called  the  laws  of  nature" 
(Ibid.  §  30). 

"  And  these  we  learn  by  experience,  which  teaches  us  that  such  and  such 
ideas  are  attended  with  such  and  such  other  ideas  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  things.  This  gives  us  a  sort  of  foresight  which  enables  us  to  regulate 
our  actions  for  the  benefit  of  life.  And  without  this  we  should  be 
eternally  at  a  loss  ;  we  could  not  know  how  to  act  anything  that  might 
procure  us  the  least  pleasure,  or  remove  the  least  pain  of  sense.  That 
food  nourishes,  sleep  refreshes,  and  fire  warms  us  ;  that  to  sow  in  the 
seed  time  is  the  way  to  reap  in  the  harvest  ;  and  in  general  that  to  obtain 
such  or  such  ends,  such  or  such  means  are  conducive — all  this  we  know, 
not  by  discovering  any  necessary  connection  between  our  ideas,  but  only 
by  the  observation  of  the  settled  laws  of  nature,  without  which  we  should 
be  all  in  uncertainty  and  confusion,  and  a  grown  man  no  more  know  how 
to  manage  himself  in  the  affairs  of  life  than  an  infant  just  born'* 
(Ibid.  §  31). 

Habit  is  the  source  of  foresight.  "We  may,  from  the 
experience  we  have  had  of  the  train  and  succession  of  ideas 
in  our  minds,  often  make,  I  will  not  say  uncertain  conjec- 
tures, but  sure  and  well-grounded  predictions  concerning 
the  ideas  we  shall  be  affected  with  pursuant  to  a  great 
train  of  actions,  and  be  enabled  to  pass  a  right  judgment 
of  what  would  have  appeared  to  us,  in  case  we  were  placed  in 
circumstances  very  different  from  those  we  are  in  at  present  " 
(Ibid.  §  59).  Thus,  according  to  Berkeley,  there  are  no  other 
relations  between  our  ideas  than  those  of  co-existence  and 
constant  succession  which  we  discover  by  experience,  and 
w^hich,  being  fixed  into  habits,  become  the  regulative  principles 
of  human  life. 


it 


David  Hume  :  Habit  the  Principle  of  all  the  Laws  of  Mind  ; 
Uxception  in  the  Case  of  Mathematics. 

Hume's  system  is  a  generalization  of  the  foregoing  principle 
of  explanation.  Habit  with  him  becomes  the  universal  law  of 
mind.  Not  only  external  perception,  but  all  our  experiences,  all 
our  inferences  are  explained  by  habit.  Empiricism  becomes 
Associationism.      We  find  once  more  in  connection  with  the 
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question  of  habit,  all  those  arguments  which  we  stated  in 
giving  an  account  of  Hume's  theories  of  reason  and  perception. 
Whenever  we  find  two  objects  or  two  events  constantly  joined 
together,  we  immediately  infer  one  from  the  other.  And  yet 
we  have  not  by  all  our  experience  acquired  any  idea  or  know- 
ledge of  "  the  secret  power  by  which  the  one  object  produces 
the'^other";  nor  is  it  by  any  process  of  reasoning  we  are  engaged 
to  draw  this  inference.  How  is  it  then  that  we  inevitably 
arrive  at  such  a  conclusion  ?  There  is  some  other  prmciple 
which  determines  us  to  form  such  a  conclusion—"  this  principle 
is  custom  or  habit." 

"  Whenever  the  repetition  of  any  particular  act  or  operation  produces  a 
propensity  to  renew  the  same  act  or  operation,  without  being  compelled 
by  any  reasoning  or  process  of  the  understanding,  we  always  say,  that 
this  propensity  is  the  effect  of  custom.  By  employing  that  word,  we  pretend 
not  to  have  given  the  ultimate  reason  of  such  a  propensity.  We  only 
point  out  a  principle  of  human  nature,  which  is  universally  acknowledged, 
and  which  is  well  known  by  its  effects.  Perhaps  we  can  push  our 
inquiries  no  farther,  or  pretend  to  give  the  cause  of  this  cause,  but  must 
rest  contented  with  it  as  the  ultimate  principle,  which  we  can  assign,  of 
all  our  conclusions  from  experience"  {Enq.  cone,  the  Human  Understanding, 
Sect.V,  Pt.  1). 

Hume  cannot  see  any  other  way  of  explaining  the  fact  that 
several  experiences  are  required  to  establish  a  general  law,  and 
that  a  single  one  is  not  sufficient. 

«  Custom,  then,  is  the  real  guide  of  human  life.  It  is  that  principle 
alone  which  renders  our  experience  useful  to  us,  and  makes  us  expect  for 
the  future  a  similar  train  of  events  with  those  which  have  appeared  in  the 
past.  Without  the  influence  of  custom,  we  should  be  entirely  ignorant  of 
every  matter  of  fact  beyond  what  is  immediately  present  to  the  memory 
and  senses.  We  should  never  know  how  to  adjust  means  to  ends,  or  to 
employ  our  natural  powers  in  the  production  of  any  effect"  {Ibid.), 

To  the  objection  that  there  is  a  distinction  l)etween 
experience  and  reason,  Hume  replies  :  "  If  we  examine  those 
arguments,  which  in  any  of  the  sciences  above  mentioned,  are 
supposed  to  be  the  mere  effects  of  reasoning  and  refiection, 
these  will  be  found  to  terminate,  at  last,  in  some  general 
principle  or  conclusion,  for  which  we  can  assign  no  reason  but 
observation  and  experience"  {lUd.  note).  In  short,  habit  is  the 
principle  of  our  belief  in  matters  of  fact. 
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"  Having  found  .  .  .  that  any  two  kinds  of  objects— flame  and  heat, 
snow  and  cold— have  always  been  conjoined  together  :  if  flame  or  snow 
be  presented  anew  to  the  senses,  the  mind  is  carried  by  custom  to  expect 
heat  or  cold,  and  to  believe  that  such  a  quality  does  exist,  and  will 
discover  itself  upon  a  nearer  approach.  ...  It  is  an  operation  of  the 
soul,  when  we  are  so  situated,  as  unavoidable  as  to  feel  the  passion  of 
love,  when  we  receive  benefits,  or  hatred,  when  we  meet  with  injuries. 
All  these  operations  are  a  species  of  natural  instincts,  which  no  reasoning 
or  process  of  the  thought  and  understanding  is  able  either  to  produce  or 
to  prevent  "  (Ibid.). 

Thus,  according  to  Hume,  it  is  not  by  intuition  or  by  reason- 
ing that  we  are  able  to  know  the  future  in  the  past,  to  infer 
what  will  be  from  what  has  been;  such  inference  is  merely 
the  effect  of  habit.  As  for  the  fact  that  an  irresistible  belief 
springs  from  habit,  this  is  a  kind  of  natural  instinct  the 
explanation  of  which  it  is  useless  to  seek. 

Hume  allowed,  however,  that  there  is  a  certainty  of  a 
peculiar  character  in  Mathematics.  "  The  conclusions  which 
it  [Reason]  draws  from  considering  one  circle  are  the  same 
which  it  would  form  upon  surveying  all  the  circles  in  the 
universe."  This  exception  was  to  be  abolished  later  by  a 
more  logical  empiricism  which  includes  mathematics  among 
the  inductive  sciences,  and  admits  of  only  one  single  principle 
of  belief,  namely  habit. 

Condillac  :  Habits  Instinct,  and  Reason. 

Condillac's  ingenious  psychology  added  some  new  elements  ( 
to  the  empirical  theory.  His  views  on  the  relations  between 
habit  and  reason  resemble  those  of  Herbert  Spencer,  but  he 
omitted  the  element  of  heredity,  and  claims  to  explain  by 
the  experience  of  the  individual,  what  the  evolutionists  of  to- 
day explain  by  the  experience  of  successive  generations 
Still  Condillac  deserves  the  credit  of  having  traced  the  path 
which  was  to  be  followed  by  the  philosophers  of  his  school. 
The  latter  have  gone  further  than  he  did,  but  in  the  same 
direction.  Aotjons  ar^  conditioned  bv  our  needs.  The  same 
acts  are  conditioned  iw  the  sa,mf>  tippHs  nnH  fbns  h^ln'ts  gr^ 
fojaû^d.  There  is  no  radical  difference  between  human  and 
animal  activity.  Animals  begin  by  acting  with  reflection, 
but, 


« 


372 


72/» 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


«  As  they  have  few  needs,  the  time  soon  comes  when  they  have  done  all 
that  reflection  can  teach  them.  There  only  remains  for  them  to  repeat 
every  day  the  same  things  ;  they  must  therefore  finally  have  nothing  but 

habits,  they  must  be  limited  to  instinct  .     .  i^^^i^^V'"'''.  .'"wt"  ,v*^ 
habit  out  of  which  the  element  of  reflection  has  been  eliminated     {Traité 

des  Animaux,  Ch.  V). 

By  this  we  see  how  it  is  that  instinct  is  the  same  for  all 
individuals  belonging  to  the  same  species. 

«  Since  all  individuals  of  the  same  species  are  moved  by  the  same 
principle,  which  acts  toward  the  same  ends  and  employ  the  same  means, 
they  must  necessarily  contract  the  same  habits,  do  the  same  things  and  do 
them  in  the  same  way"  {Ibid.  III). 

Habit  in  animals  is  instinct.  What  is  it  then  that 
characterizes  habit  in  man  ?  In  the  first  place,  we  have  many 
needs  in  consequence  of  which  we  have  many  habits;  and 
since  these  habits  can  only  be  fostered  at  the  expense  of  one 
another,  they  are  more  subject  to  change,  and  are  less  narrow.  In 
the  second  place,  as  Condillac  ingeniously  remarks,  men  mutate 
one  another,  so  that  individual  traits,  instead  of  disappearing 
tend  to  spread  :  hence  the  multiplication  of  needs  and  ideas,  ot 
means  and  ends.  "  Men  end  by  being  so  difierent  only  because 
they  begin  by  imitating  one  another  and  continue  to  do  so 
(Ihid).  Finally,  as  our  habits  are  few  in  proportion  to  the 
variety  of  our  circumstances,  reason  must  come  to  our  aid.  This 
is  also  Herbert  Spencer's  theory.  There  is  no  absolute  difference 
between  instinct  and  intelligence;  reason  appears  when  acts  are 
no  lonaer  performed  with  automatic  certainty,  and  when 
circumsUnces  are  too  complex  and  occur  too  seldom  to  give  rise 
to  an  instinctive  habit.  As  CoudiUac  very  clearly  puts  it:  The 
amount  of  reflection  which  we  possess  over  and  above  our 
habits  is  what  constitutes  our  reason."  We  have  therefore 
an  eqo  of  habit  which  regulates  all  our  animal  faculties,  and 
an  ego  of  refkction  which  is  characterized  by  invention  and 

As  regards  the  connection  tetween  habit  and  the  regulative 
principles  of  knowledge,  Condillac  is  not  as  clear  or  as 
complete  in  his  analysis  as  Hume.  "  We  have  instinct  since 
we  have  habits;  our  instinct  extends  even  further  than  that  ot 
animals  for  it  is  not  only  practical  but  theoretical.    Theoretical 
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instinct  is  the  effect  of  a  method  that  has  become  familiar." 
Every  man  who  speaks  a  language,  for  instance,  has  a  more  or 
less  perfect  method. 

"  By  dint  of  repeating  the  judgments  of  those  who  superintend  our 
education,  and  of  reflecting  ourselves  on  the  knowledge  we  have  acquired, 
we  contract  such  a  strong  habit  of  apprehending  relations  between  things, 
that  we  sometimes  divine  the  truth  before  we  have  grasped  the  demon- 
stration :  we  discern  it  by  instinct." 

Here  Condillac  refers  to  an  acquired  aptitude  ;  he  does  not 
trace  the  principles  of  knowledge  to  habit.  On  the  subject 
of  our  judgments  of  taste  he  is  more  explicit. 

"  The  instinct  by  which  we  judge  of  the  beautiful  is  the  result  of  certain 
judgments  which  have  become  familiar  to  us,  and  which,  for  this  reason, 
have  been  transformed  into  what  we  call  feeling,  taste  ;  so  that  feeling  or 
tasting  the  beauty  of  an  object  was  originally  merely  judging  it  in  com- 
parison with  other  things  (Ibid.  Ch.  V).  The  tastes  of  men  differ 
according  to  the  different  habits  which  circumstances  have  made  them  ' 
contract.  The  sense  of  beauty  or  taste  originates  in  a  very  slow  process 
of  judgment"  {Und.). 

Thomas  Reid:  Reaction  against  the  Doctrine  of  Hume; 
Habit  the  Mechanical  Principle  of  Action. 

On  this,  as  on  all  other  subjects,  Eeid  sought  to  bring 
about  a  reaction  against  the  scepticism  of  Hume.  He  returns  ^ 
to  the  common-sense  view,  considers  habit  in  relation  to  our 
active  faculties,  and,  far  from  finding  in  it  the  principle  of 
belief  and  the  source  of  certitude,  asserts  that  it  is  merely 
a  mechanical  principle  of  action. 

"  Habit  differs  from  instinct  not  in  its  nature,  but  in  its  origin  ;  the 
latter  being  natural,  the  former  acquired.  Both  operate  without  will  or 
intention,  without  thought,  and  therefore  may  be  called  mechanical 
pnnciples  "  {On  the  Active  Powers,  III,  Part  I,  Ch.  III). 

We  recognize  here  the  descriptive  method  which  dwells  on 
distinctive  characteristics  rather  than  on  analogies.  It  did  not 
occur  to  Eeid  to  reduce  instinct  and  habit  to  a  more  general 
fact,  which  would  include  and  explain  the  apparent  antithesis 
between  them.  He  criticises  the  definition  usually  given  of 
habit  as  "  a  facility  of  doing  a  thing,  acquired  by  having  done 
it  frequently."  This  definition,  he  says,  is  only  sufficient  as 
regards  habits  in  matters  of  art. 
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"  But  the  habits  that  may  with  propriety  be  called  principles  of  action 
must  give  more  than  a  facility,  they  must  give  an  inclination  or  impulse 
to  do  the  action.  ...  I  conceive  it  to  be  part  of  our  constitution  that 
what  we  have  been  accustomed  to  do,  we  acquire  not  only  a  facility  but  a 
proneness  to  do  in  like  occasions,  so  that  it  requires  a  particular  will  and 
effort  to  forebear  it,  but  to  do  it  requires  very  often  no  will  at  all.  We 
are  carried  by  habit  as  by  a  stream  in  swimming  if  we  make  no 
resistance  (Ibid.). 

Eeid  repeats  Aristotle's  observation  that  habit  is  not  found 
in  the  inorganic  world  or  in  human  works  of  art.  "  A 
clock  or  a  watch,  a  waggon  or  a  plough,  by  the  custom  of  going 
does  not  learn  to  go  better,  or  require  less  moving  force,  the 
earth  does  not  increase  in  fertility  by  the  custom  of  bearing 
crops."  Here  lieid  means  by  habit  the  mere  repetition  of  an 
action.  Nevertheless,  the  phenomenon  of  the  acclimatization  of 
plants  shows  that  habit  appears  with  vegetable  life  ;  it  is  much 
more  complex  in  the  animal  ;  and  in  human  life  it  plays  a 
very  considerable  part.  Besides  habits  properly  so  called,  man 
has  acquired  appetites. 

"  Some  habits  produce  only  a  facility  of  doing  a  thing  without  any 
inclination  to  do  it.  All  arts  are  habits  of  this  kind  ;  but  they  cannot  be 
called  principles  of  action.  Other  habits  produce  a  proneness  to  do  an 
action  without  thought  or  intention  Tliese  we  considered  before  as 
mechanical  principles  of  action.  There  are  other  habits  which  produce  a 
desire  of  a  certain  object  and  an  uneasy  sensation  till  it  is  obtained.  It 
is  this  last  kind  only  that  I  call  acquired  appetites  "  {On  the  Active  Foweis, 
III,  Part  II,  Ch.  I). 

These  ingenious  observations  were  to  be  further  explained 
and  reduced  to  simple  laws  by  a  French  psychologist,  Maine  de 
Biran.  Eeid  points  out  with  much  ingenuity  the  uses  of 
habit.  As  without  instinct  a  child  would  not  reach  manhood, 
so  without  habit  a  man  would  remain  in  childhood  all  his  life. 
He  dwells  on  the  example  afforded  by  language  :  "  This  art,  if 
it  were  not  more  common,  would  appear  more  wonderful  than 
that  a  man  should  dance  blindfold  amidst  a  thousand  burning 
ploughshares  without  being  burnt."  But  having  arrived  at  the 
question  of  the  origin  of  habit,  Keid  as  usual  refuses  to 
face  it. 

"  We  can  assign  no  cause  of  this  instinct  and  habit  other  than  the  will  of 
Him  who  made  us.  .  .  .  No  man  can  show  a  reason  why  our  doing  a 
thing  frequently  should  produce  either  a  facility  or  inclination  to  do  it." 
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Diujald  Stewart  :    Habit  traced  to  the   Association   of  Ideas 
and  Volitions.     Hamilton  returns  to  Leibnitz's  Theory. 

On  the  question  of  habit  Dugald  Stewart  parts  from  his 
master.  Reid  regards  habit  as  a  mechanical  principle  of 
action,  independent  of  will  and  of  intelligence,  and  of  the  same 
nature  as  instinct.  According  to  Dugald  Stewart,  habit  does 
not  differ  from  conscious  and  voluntary  action.  He  explains 
it  by  the  rapidity  with  which  ideas  and  volitions  follow  each 
other  when  they  have  been  frequently  joined  together  and 
repeated.  Thus  he  traces  habit  to  the  association  of  ideas 
and  volitions.  When  we  are  learning  to  play  the  piano,  each 
movement  of  our  fingers  is  preceded  by  a  conscious  act  of 
volition  ;  l)ut  by  degrees,  after  sufficient  repetition,  we  execute 
the  movements  without  being  able  to  say  afterwards  whether 
we  were  conscious  or  not  of  the  volitions  which  preceded 
them.  Not  that,  according  to  Dugald  Stewart,  habit  differs  in 
its  nature  from  will;  but,  with  the  practised  performer,  the 
volitions  follow  each  other  with  such  rapidity  through  his 
consciousness,  that  they  leave  no  .trace  there,  and  consequently 
cannot  be  recalled  by  memory. 

Hamilton  differs  from  both  Eeid  and  Dugald  Stewart. 
When  we  read  aloud,  he  says,  if  the  subject  does  not  interest 
us  we  can  pursue  a  serious  meditation  on  a  totally  different 
subject,  which  would  be  impossible  if  we  had  a  distinct  per- 
ception of  each  of  the  smaller  changes  which  go  to  make  up 
these  two  operations,  or  if  we  gave  to  each  a  special  attention. 
Hamilton  asserts  that  habit  can  only  be  explained  by  the 
Leibnitzian  theory  of  unconscious  mental  modifications. 

Maine  de  Biran  :  Laws  of  Habit  ;  its  Effect  on  Feeling. 

Maine  de  Biran  determined  the  laws  of  habit  with 
much  penetration.  When  he  wrote  his  Mémoire  sur 
rhabitude,  he  had  not  yet  separated  himself  from  the 
sensationalist  school.  He  speaks  like  Stuart  Mill.  "What 
we  find  in  our  consciousness  at  the  first  glance  are  masses  of 
phenomena  "  (p.  10).  Habit  at  once  complicates  mental  facts 
by  combining  them,  and  effaces  the  traces  of  this  combination, 
so  that  we  take  what  is  complex  to  be  simple.  The  psycholo- 
gist's task  is  to  reconstruct  all  these  habits  which  constitute  our 
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understanding,  to  discover  the  simple  phenomena  and  the  laws 
of  their  combination. 

Still,  throughout  the  Mémoire,  he  distinguishes  the  passive 
from    the    active    elements    in    the   life   of    mind,   a    process 
which    is    equivalent     to    abandoning    mere    sensationalism. 
This  distinction  is  confirmed  by  the  difference  of  the  effects 
which    habit    has    on    feeling    and    on    our    active    powers. 
As   regards   the   effects   of   habit   on   our   emotions,  *'  all  our 
impressions,"  he  says,  "of  whatever  nature  they  may  be,  become 
gradually  feebler  when  they  have  continued  for  a  certain  time, 
or   been  frequently  repeated.     The   only  exception  is  in  the 
case  when  the  cause  of  the  impression  goes  so  far  as  to  injure 
or  destroy  the  organ  "  (p.  73).     "  Our  sensations  alter  or  dis- 
appear more  rapidly  and  more  completely  in  proportion  to  the 
passivity  of  their  special  organs"  (p.  84).      Maine  de  Biran 
tries   to   explain   this    effect   of    habit   on    sensation    by    the 
hypothesis  of  a  sensible  principle,  which  acts  unconsciously,  a 
kind   of  vital   principle   which    is    "distinct   from  our  motor 
activity,  or  from  our  voluntary  determinations."     The  weaken- 
ing of  continued  or  repeated  sensations  does  not  depend  on 
mechanical    causes,    but   is  a   result   of    the    activity   of    the 
principle    which    produces    these    sensations    (p.    80).       If    a 
sensation  grows  feebler,  it  is  because  the  reaction  which  is  its 
condition    becomes   less.      "When    the   cause   of   a   sensation 
has    acted    long    enough    and    with    enough    force    on    an 
organ,   it   modifies    the   latter,   and    raises   its   relative   tone  ; 
but,   on    the   other    hand,   the   sensible   principle    also    raises 
the  forces  of  our  system,  in  order  to  place  them,  as  it  were, 
on  a  level  with  this  stimulation,  and  to  preserve  the  former 
relations.      The   organ    persists    for    a    certain   time    in    this 
condition,  and  if,  while  it  lasts,  the  same  cause  acts  again,  it 
is  evident  that  this  cause  will  produce  less  change  than  the 
first  time;  because  it  will  find  the  organ  and  the  whole  system 
already  partly  tuned  up   to  the  pitch    to  which  it  tends   to 
bring  them,  and  consequently  it  changes  the  relations  between 
the  forces  much  less  than  before,  and  consequently  the  sensa- 
tion will  be  less  lively.    The  more  frequent  the  repetitions  are, 
and   the    shorter  '  the    intervals,   the    nearer   will    the    effects 
approach  continuity.      If  the  intervals  are  long  enough  for  the 
system  and  the  organs  to. return  to  their  original  state,  it  is 
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evident  that  the  sensation,  when  repeated,  will  be  like  a  new 
one  (p.  82).  And  what  is  true  of  our  physical  sensibility  is 
equally  true  of  our  moral  sensibility.  "  Every  continuous  or 
repeated  excitation  of  our  sensibility,  whatever  may  be  its 
moving  cause  or  inner  centre,  must  have  parallel  and  corre- 
sponding results  in  our  sensations  and  in  the  sentiments  of  our 
soul,  in  the  physical  and  moral  part  of  our  being." 

Maine  de  Biran  makes  the  profound  remark  that  if 
sensation  is  blunted  by  habit,  habit,  on  the  other  hand,  often 
develops  passion  and  desire.  This  fact,  according  to  him, 
eannot  be  made  to  agree  with  the  mechanical  hypotheses  of  an 
increase  of  mobility  or  of  an  artificial  callousness  of  the 
parts,  hypotheses  which  are  often  employed  to  explain  the 
weakening  of  repeated  impressions   (p.   84). 

On  the  other  hand,  the  hypothesis  of  a  sensible  principle 
enables  us  to  understand  "  the  increase  of  needs  and  the 
violence  of  desires  on  the  one  side,  corresponding  to  indiffer- 
ence on  the  other."  Considered  as  the  causes  of  stimulation, 
the  impressions  become  necessary  as  they  grow  feebler.  "  Accord- 
ing as  the  sensation  grows  feebler  and  has  less  effect  on  the 
organ,  the  system  or  the  centre  that  is  most  directly  concerned 
remains  none  the  less  fixed  at  the  same  pitch  ;  and  the  sensi- 
tive principle  always  preserves  a  more  or  less  persistent 
•quality  (or  determination)  of  the  sensation.  It  will  therefore 
still  act  even  when  the  stimulating  cause  fails.  According  as 
the  pitch  of  the  organ  becomes  lower,  a  kind  of  effort  is 
required  to  raise  it  again,  and  to  restore  it  to  its  former  activity. 
The  failure  of  this  effort  will  produce  disturbance,  uneasiness, 
anxiety,  and  desire.  It  is  for  this  reason  that  a  being  accus- 
tomed to  factitious  stimulants  feels  no  enjoyment  in  their  use, 
yet  suffers  real  torment  when  deprived  of  them  "  (p.  90). 

Maine  de  Biran's  general  principle  is,  that  while  habit 
weakens  in  us  all  that  is  passive,  it  at  the  same  time  renders 
every  kind  of  activity  more  perfect. 


"  Every  voluntary  movement  when  frequently  repeated  becomes 
gradually  easier,  more  rapid,  and  more  precise,  whilst  the  effect  or 
impression  that  results  from  the  movement  becomes  less  in  the  same  ratio 
as  that  of  the  increase  in  the  rapidity,  precision,  and  facility  ;  and  in  the 
final  stage  of  this  increase  the  movement  becomes  entirely  insensible,  and 
affects  consciousness  only  through  the  results  in  which  it  co-operates  or 
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the  impressions  with  which  it  is  associated  "  (p.  96).  This  effect  of  habit 
on  the  phenomena  of  action  explains  the  fact  that  perception  become» 
more  distinct  according  as  sensation  is  less  acute  ;  that  through  education 
the  senses  work  together  in  harmony,  that  one  may  take  the  place  of 
another,  and  that  finally  perceptions  become  associated  by  simultaneity 
and  succession.  "  If  all  our  faculties,  however  we  may  distinguish  them  in 
name,"  Maine  de  Biran  concludes  (p.  296),  "  are  nothing  but  modifications 
of  the  faculties  of  feeling  and  of  motion,  they  must  all  share  in  the  one  or 
the  other  of  these  two  effects  of  habit  ;  that  is  to  say,  they  will,  a» 
sensations  or  feelings,  all  degenerate,  become  weaker  (in  certain  cases 
stronger),  whilst  as  movements  they  will  become  developed,  acquire 
greater  perfection,  more  precision,  rapidity,  and  facility." 

M.  Eavaisson  :  the  Tivo  Lavjs  of  Habit  reduced  to  One  ; 
Metaphysical  Consequence. 

M.  Eavaisson  returned  to  the  problem  of  habit  and  its  laws 
and  simplified  the  above  solution.  Maine  de  Biran  had  ex- 
plained the  different  effects  of  habit  by  the  difference  in  the 
activities  which  are  modified,  and  pointed  out  the  opposition 
betw^een  the  law  of  life  and  the  will.  M.  Eavaisson  sought  and 
discovered  a  universal  law  in  harmony  with  all  observed 
phenomena.  He  begins  by  laying  down  the  two  antithetical 
laws  which  Maine  de  Biran  had  already  formulated  : 

"  Tlie  general  effect  of  any  continuity  or  of  any  change  caused  in  a  living 
being  by  any  thing  other  than  itself,  is  that  if  this  change  does  not  go  so 
far  as  to  destroy  the  being,  the  latter  is  always  less  and  less  affected  by 
it  ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  more  the  living  being  repeats  or  prolongs  a 
change  originating  in  itself,  the  more  often  he  will  go  on  repeating  it  and 
the  stronger  becomes  the  tendency  to  do  so.  The  change  that  comes  to  it 
from  outside  becomes  more  and  more  foreign  to  it,  the  change  which 
conies  to  it  through  itself  becomes  more  and  more  its  own.  Receptivity 
dinmiishes,  spontaneity  increases,  this  is  the  general  law  of  habit"  (I)e 
V Habitude^  p.  9). 

But  are  not  these  two  laws  the  corollary  of  a  more  universal 
law  which  includes  and  explains  them  both  ? 

"  Continuity  and  repetition  weaken  passivity  and  heighten  activity.  But 
in  the  opposite  histories  of  these  two  opposite  powers  we  find  a  common 
feature.  Whenever  the  sensation  is  not  painful,  according  as  it  is  pro- 
longed and  repeated,  according  as  it  consequently  grows  fainter,  it 
becomes  more  and  more  a  need.  On  the  other  hand,  according  as  in  the 
movement  effort  disappears  and  action  becomes  more  free  and  more  rapid, 
it  also  grows  more  and  more  into  a  tendency,  an  inclination  which  no  longer 
awaits  the  command  of  will,  but  forestalls  it  and  even  often  escapes  will  and 
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consciousness  altogether.  Thus,  in  sensation  and  in  activity  a  kind  of  obscure 
activity^  which  anticipates  more  and  more,  in  the  one  case,  the  will,  in  the 
other  the  impression  of  external  objects,  is  equally  developed  whether 
by  continuation  or  by  repetition.  .  .  .  Thus  sensation  is  lowered  and 
mobility  heightened  by  repetition,  but  for  one  and  the  same  cause,  namely, 
the  development  of  an  unconscious  spontaneity,  which  penetrates  and 
becomes  more  firmly  established  in  the  passivity  of  the  organism,  outside 
and  below  the  region  of  will,  of  personality,  and  of  consciousness.  .  .  .  The 
law  of  habit  can  only  be  explained  by  the  development  of  a  spontaneous 
activity,  which  is  at  once  and  equally  different  from  both  mechanical 
necessity  and  conscious  freedom  "  (pp.  25-28). 

A  sensation  when  repeated  grows  feebler,  because  it  no 
longer  causes  an  abrupt  change,  because  it  is  a  permanent 
state  of  the  mind,  something  belonging  to  ourselves,  an  element 
of  our  inner  life  ;  for  the  same  reason  it  becomes  an  ever  more 
imperious  want,  which  calls  for  satisfaction.  In  the  same  way, 
an  action  when  repeated  is  performed  with  increasing  facility, 
because  this  action  becomes  a  special  faculty,  a  new  power, 
which  acts  of  itself  and  realizes  its  own  object. 

From  this  theory  of  habit  M.  Eavaisson  thinks  that  important 
metaphysical  consequences  may  be  deduced.  Habit  is  a  force 
which  springs  from  that  force  which  we  ourselves  are,  and  in 
no  wav  differs  from  it.  But  if  habit  begins  in  consciousness 
and  will,  does  it  not  tend  to  end  in  an  unconscious  spontaneity  ? 
If  it  sets  out  from  the  mind,  does  it  not  do  so  only  to  get 
ever  further  away  from  the  mind  and  nearer  to  nature's  mode 
of  action  ?  And  does  not  this  seem  to  invite  us  to  carry  the 
light  of  consciousness  into  the  lowest  depths  of  the  life  of 
instinct  ? 

In  that  continuity,  which  by  insensible  degrees  leads  from 
spirit  to  nature,  M.  Eavaisson  thinks  he  has  found  a  clear 
proof  of  the  unity  of  Being.  The  upholders  of  the  mechanical 
theory  professed  to  derive  the  spiritual  from  the  physical,  to 
reduce  to  a  material  necessity  all  order,  all  harmony  which 
would  seem  to  imply  direction,  and  hence  design.  M.  Eavaisson 
boldly  adopts  the  opposite  standpoint.  In  the  gradual  degrada- 
tion of  our  own  activity,  which,  having  begun  with  a  conscious 
effort,  seems  through  habit  to  return  to  the  sureness  of 
instinct,  he  finds  the  middle  term  which  unites  the  two 
apparently  opposite  extremes  :  nature  and  spirit.  But,  on 
this  view,  that  which  is  mechanical  is  not  the  first  but  the 
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derived:  it  is  a  symbolic  expression  of  spiritual  activity, 
arrested  and  crystallized  into  a  form  in  which  it  imprisons 
itself.  Mechanism  does  not  exclude  design,  but  is  the  first,  the 
simplest  application  of  it.  Mechanism  can  no  more  be  separated 
from  design  than  language  from  the  thought  which  it  expresses  ; 
the  word  is  necessary  to  the  idea,  but  it  only  exists  through 
and  for  the  idea;  in  the  same  way  the  end  can  only  be 
attained  through  movement,  but  movement  exists  only  through 
and  for  the  end  to  be  attained.  To  do  away  with  direction 
is  to  do  away  with  the  movement,  therefore  to  suppress  design 
is  to  suppress  mechanism. 

James  Mill  and  John  Stuart  Mill  follow  Hume  :  Inseparable 
Associations,  Unconscious  Syntkeses. 

In  England  the  tradition  of  Hume's  teaching,  carried  on 
by  Hartley,  was  never  broken.  James  Mill,  the  father  and 
master  of  John  Stuart  Mill,  regards  habit,  through  which  the 
association  of  ideas  gradually  becomes  inseparable,  as  the  great 
principle  of  human  thought. 

"  Where  two  or  more  ideas  have  been  often  repeated  together,  and  the 
association  has  become  very  strong,  they  sometimes  spring  up  in  such 
close  combination  as  not  to  be  distinguishable.  Ideas,  also,  which  have 
been  so  often  conjoined  that  whenever  one  exists  in  the  mind  the  others 
immediately  exis*t  along  with  it,  seem  to  run  into  one  another,  to  coalesce 
as  it  were,  and  out  of  many  to  form  one  idea  ;  which  idea,  however  in 
reality  complex,  appears  to  be  no  less  simple  than  any  one  of  those  of 
which  it  is  composed.  Some  ideas  are,  by  frequency  and  strength  of 
a^ssociation,  so  closely  combined  that  they  cannot  be  separated.  If  one 
exists,  the  other  exists  along  with  it,  in  spite  of  whatever  eifort  we  make 
to  disjoin  them  "  {Aiialysis  of  Human  Mind,  I,  68). 

Hence  the  illusions  of  intuitional  psychology  ;  complex  col- 
lections of  ideas  are  taken  for  simple  ideas,  and  truths  which  have 
been  gradually  cemented  by  experience,  for  immediate  data  of 
consciousness.  This  law  of  association,  according  to  James  Mill, 
plays  the  chief  part  in  some  of  the  most  important  phenomena 
of  the  human  mind  ;  it  explains  the  formation  of  our  ideas  of 
external  objects,  our  faculty  of  classification,  all  the  advantages 
of  language,  the  relation  of  cause  and  effect,  and  even  the 
primary  laws  of  logic.  Stuart  Mill  gives  precision  to  James 
Mill's  system  by  adding  to  it  his  theory  of  inseparable  associa- 
tion  (see  Ass.  of  Ideas,  p.  193). 
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In  this  theory  Stuart  Mill  breaks  up  all  these  apparently 
simple  intuitions,  and  traces  them  to  syntheses,  the  complexity 
of  which  we  are,  owing  to  habit,  no  longer  able  to  perceive.. 
External  objects,  the  mathematical  axioms,  the  principles  of  the 
positive  sciences  (e.g.  the  law  of  causality)  are  so  many  pro- 
ducts of  habit  and  results  of  inseparable  association. 

Hamilton  had  attacked  the  doctrine  which  professes  to- 
explain  the  a  priori  principles  of  thought  by  habit.  Stuart 
Mill  endeavours  to  refute  his  arguments. 

"Hamilton  says  :  *We  can  think  away  each  and  every  part  of  the 
knowledge  we  have  derived  from  experience.'  *  Yes,'  says  Mill,  'associa- 
tions derived  from  experience  are  doubtless  separable  by  a  sufficient 
amount  of  contrary  experience  '  "  (Mill's  Examination  of  Hamilton,  p.  264). 

Again  Sir  W.  Hamilton  says  : 

"  When  association  is  recent  the  causal  judgment  should  be 
weak,  and  rise  only  gradually  to  full  force,  as  custom  becomes 
inveterate."  And  how  do  we  know  that  it  does  not  ?  answers 
J.  S.  Mill.  The  whole  process  by  which  we  acquire  our  beUef 
in  causality  takes  place  at  an  age  of  which  we  have  no  recoUec-^ 
tion,  so  that  the  verification  of  the  fact  by  experience  is 
impossible.  But  Hamilton's  great  argument  is  the  feeling  of 
necessity  which  accompanies  these  a  priori  truths. 

"The  necesdtjj  of  so  thinking  cannot  be  derived  from  the  custom  of  so 
thinking  ;  and  the  customary  never  reaches,  never  even  approaches  to  the 
necessary.  Association  may  explain  a  strong  and  special,  but  it  can  never 
explain  a  universal  and  absolutely  irresistible,  belief.  What  I  cannot  but 
think  must  be  a  priori  or  original  to  thought  ;  it  cannot  be  engendered 
by  experience  upon  custom." 

Mill  is  amazed  at  this  argument. 

"For  if  there  be  any  one  feeUng  in  our  nature  which  the  laws  of  associa- 
tion are  obviously  equal  to  producing,  it  is  that  [of  necessity.]  The  neces- 
sary, according  to  Kant's  definition,  and  there  is  none  better,  is  that  of 
which  the  negation  is  impossible.  If  we  find  it  impossible  by  any  trial  ta 
separate  two  ideas,  we  have  all  the  feeling  of  necessity  which  the  mind  is 
capable  of.  Those  therefore  who  say  that  association  cannot  generate 
a  necessity  of  thought  must  be  willing  to  affirm  that  two  ideas  are 
never  so  knit  together  by  association  as  to  be  practically  inseparable. 
But  to  affirm  this  is  to  contradict  the  most  familiar  experience  of  life" 
(p.  264). 

If  we  believe  these  principles  to  be  a  priori,  it  is  because  of 
the  associations  we  formed  at  the  very  beginning  of  our  life. 
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at  a  time  of  which  we  have  no  recollection.  If  these  principles 
are  universal,  it  is  because  these  associations  are  common  to  all 
men,  or  to  the  majority  of  mankind.  Thus  Stuart  Mill  reduces 
certainty  to  the  impossibility  of  conceiving  the  contrary.  And 
this  impossibility  is  itself  merely  the  result  of  a  habit  created 
by  the  regular  succession  of  phenomena. 

Herbert  Spencer  adds  Heredity  to  Habit  ;  Nature  is  a  Primary 
Custom  ;  The  Transition  from  Instinct  to  Reason  and  from 
Reason  to  Instinct, 

We  have  already  seen  that  Herbert  Spencer  adds  to  Stuart 
Mill's  doctrine  the  element  of  heredity.  It  is  he  especially 
who  has  made  habit  the  sovereign  law,  the  principle  of  all 
explanation.  But  habit  is  no  longer  regarded  as  merely 
individual.  By  modification  of  the  organism,  it  is  transmitted 
from  generation  to  generation  ;  it  becomes  an  inheritance,  which 
ensures  that  evolution  is  a  continuous  progress.  Thought  is  a 
consequence  of  life,  and  like  life  itself  it  is  a  perpetual  adapta- 
tion of  the  being  to  its  environment. 

"  All  intelligent  action  whatever  is  the  establishment  of  a  correspon- 
dence between  internal  changes  and  external  coexistences  and  sequences 
.  .  .  through  insensible  gradations  "(/'mic.o/P*ycAo^o5'y,§  194,  1st  éd.). 

Thus  it  is  external  phenomena  that  gradually  create  the 
organism  and  constitute  thought.  There  is  no  break,  no  sudden 
advance  ;  a  slow  evolution  leads,  through  the  progress  of  habit, 
from  the  simplest  of  organic  forms  to  the  most  complex,  from 
reflex  action  to  instinct  which  is  only  a  compound  reflex  action, 
from  instinct  to  memory,  reason,  and  will. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  make  any  radical  distinction  between  the 
innate  and  the  acquired,  between  nature  and  habit.  Nature  is 
merely  a  primary  custom,  a  habit  which  has  been  made  definite 
by  constant  repetition.  It  can  be  proved  that  the  parallel 
evolution  of  life  and  of  thought  must  necessarily,  at  a  given 
moment,  cause  the  infallibility  of  instinct  to  be  replaced  by 
the  uncertainties  of  rational  activity,  and  automatic  action  by 
action  that  is  habitual  in  different  degrees.  We  can  also  say 
directly  that  an  act  that  was  once  conscious  may  gradually 
become  purely  automatic,  and  thus  insensibly  we  return 
to  the  instinct  from  which  we  set  out.  "  Instinct  may 
be  regarded  as  a  kind  of   organized   memory;   on   the  other 
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hand,  memory  may  be  regarded  as  a  kind  of  incipient  instinct 
{Ibid.  §  190). 

In  the  first  place,  let  us  see  how  it  is  that  memory  and 
reason  take  the  place  of  instinct.  "  The  cohesion  between 
psychical  states  is  proportionate  to  the  frequency  with  which 
the  relation  between  the  answering  external  phenomena 
has  been  presented  in  experience"  (Ibid.  ^  195).  There 
must  be  indissoluble  psychical  relations  corresponding 
to  the  simple,  universal,  and  constant  relations  that  exist  in 
the  environment.  "  Yet  it  is  manifest  that  with  relations 
increasingly  complex  and  decreasingly  frequent,  there  must 
come  a  point  at  which  the  answering  physical  relations  will  no 
longer  be  absolutely  coherent  "  (Ibid.  §  189).  It  must  be 
that  while,  in  instinct,  the  correspondence  is  between  inner 
and  outer  relations  that  are  simple  or  general,  in  reason,  on 
the  contrary,  the  correspondence  is  between  inner  and 
outer  relations  that  are  complex,  or  special,  or  abstract, 
or  infrequent.  "  But  the  complexity,  speciality,  abstractness, 
and  infrequence  of  relations  are  entirely  a  matter  of 
degree  ;  of  each  there  are  countless  gradations  by  which  its 
extremes  are  united  "  (Ibid.  §  194).  Thus  it  inevitably 
happens  that  a  great  number  and  variety  of  psychical 
relations  are  finally  established  in  the  organism  ;  and 
that  these  relations  possess  divers  degrees  of  coherence, 
beginning  with  instinct,  and  going  through  all  the  stages  of 
habit,  finally  reaching  conscious  action,  which  implies  a  new 
adaptation  of  already  existing  relations. 

From  this,  according  to  Herbert  Spencer,  it  is  easy  to  see 
that  in  virtue  of  the  laws  of  evolution,  the  cause  of  thought  is 
found  in  life  and  that  of  reason  in  instinct.  It  is  still  easier 
to  see  how  instinct  is  formed.  There  is  no  commoner  experi- 
ence than  the  passage  in  us  from  the  voluntary  and  rational  to 
the  automatic  stage.  "  The  rational  actions  pass,  by  constant 
repetition,  into  the  automatic  or  instinctive"  (Ibid.  §  195).  Thus 
the  mind  passes  from  reflection  to  habit,  and  from  habit  to 
instinct  just  as  from  instinct  it  proceeded  to  habit,  and  from 
habit  to  reflection. 

"  Take  as  one  example  the  actions  gone  through  in  such  a  process  as  that 
of  shaving,  or  that  of  tying  a  neck-kerchief.  Every  man  will  remember  that 
when,  as  a  youth,  he  first  attempted  to  guide  his  fingers  in  the  proper 
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direction  by  watching  the  reflections  of  them  in  the  looking-glass,  he  wa» 
greatly  perplexed  to  move  them  rightly.  The  ordinary  relations  between 
the  visual  impressions  received  from  his  moving  fingers  and  the  muscular 
feelings  arising  from  their  motions  no  longer  holding  good  when  he  had 
to  deal  with  the  images  of  his  fingers  as  seen  in  the  glass,  he  was  led  to 
make  movements  quite  different  from  those  he  intended  ;  and  it  was  only 
after  setting  himself  deliberately  to  watch  how  the  motions  and  the 
reflected  appearances  were  related,  and  then  consciously  making  a  certain 
motion  in  expectation  of  a  certain  appearance  that  he  slowly  mastered  the 
difficulty.  By  daily  pract  ice,  however,  the  impressions  and  motions  have 
become  so  well  co-ordinated  that  he  now  goes  through  them  while  busily 
thinking  of  something  else,  they  have  more  or  less  completely  lapsed  from 
the  rational  into  the  automatic.  ...  In  fact  it  will  be  found  on  con- 
sidering them  that  the  greater  part  of  our  common  daily  actions — actions, 
every  step  of  which  was  originally  preceded  by  a  consciousness  of  conse- 
quences, and  was  therefore  rational — have,  by  habit,  merged  more  or  less 
completely  into  automatic  actions.  The  requisite  impression  being  made 
on  us,  the  appropriate  movements  follow,  without  memory,  reason,  or 
volition  coming  into  play." 

"  Perhaps  the  most  marked  instance  of  the  gradual  lapse  of 
memory  into  automatic  coherence  is  that  seen  in  the  musician. 
.  .  .  The  visual  impression  produced  by  the  crotchet  or 
quaver,  the  consciousness  of  its  position  on  the  lines  of  the 
stave  and  of  its  relation  to  the  beginning  of  the  bar,  the  con- 
sciousness of  the  place  of  the  answering  key  on  the  piano,  the 
consciousness  of  the  muscular  adjustments  required  to  bring 
the  arm,  hand,  and  finger  into  the  attitude  requisite  for 
touching  that  key,  the  consciousness  of  the  muscular  impulse 
required  to  give  a  blow  of  the  due  strength,  and  of  the  time 
during  which  the  muscles  must  be  kept  contracted  to  produce 
the  right  length  of  note — all  these  states  of  consciousness, 
which  at  first  arose  in  a  distinct  succession  and  thus  formed 
so  many  recollections,  ultimately  constitute  a  succession  so 
rapid  that  the  whole  of  them  pass  through  consciousness  in  an 
inappreciable  time  "  {Ibid.  Ch.  VI). 

Here  Herbert  Spencer  seems  to  agree  with  Dugald  Stewart  ; 
but,  for  the  former,  absence  of  memory  depends  on  absence  of 
consciousness.  Habit  cannot  be  reduced  to  a  series  of  ideas 
and  volitions  too  rapid  for  distinct  recollection.  It  is  a  series 
of  acts  which  have  become  gradually  automatic. 

"  As  fast  as  they  cease  to  be  distinct  states  of  consciousness— as  fast  as 
they,  by  consequence,  cease  to  be  represented  in  memory,  so  fast  do  they 
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become  automatic  ;  the  two  things  are  two  sides  of  the  same  thing.  And 
thus  it  happens  that  the  practised  musician  can  continue  to  play  while 
conversing  with  those  around,  while  his  memory  is  occupied  with  quite 
other  ideas  than  the  meanings  of  the  signs  before  him." 

Physiological  Explanation  of  Habit  ;  Habit  transmitted  by 
Heredity  ;    Habit  the  Lav)  of  Every  Form  of  Existence. 

Habit  is  the  most  general  law  of  psychical  phenomena, 
liut  intelligence  cannot  be  separated  from  life,  nor  life  from 
the  organism  which  is  its  condition.  The  last  question  con- 
cerning liabit  is  :  "  By  what  physical  process  does  an  external 
relation  that  habitually  affects  an  organism,  produce  in  that 
organism  a  corresponding  internal  relation  ?  "  Herbert  Spencer 
considers  that  the  following  principle  can  be  deduced  from  the 
universal  mechanical  laws  : 

"  When  a  wave  of  molecular  transfoiniation  passes  through  a  nervous 
structure,  there  is  wrought  in  the  structure  a  modification  such  that,  other 
things  being  equal,  a  subsequent  like  wave  passes  through  this  structure 
with  greater  facility  than  its  predecessor  ..."  And  he  regards  nervous 
evolution  as  "  an  accumulated  result  of  such  changes  "  (Ibid.  §  249,  2nd  éd.). 

We  see  from  this  that,  in  a  general  way,  the  connections 
between  the  nervous  elements  correspond  to  the  relations 
between  the  external  phenomena.  The  internal  is  formed  by 
the  external.  We  are  also  by  this  enabled  to  understand 
certain  laws  of  habit  which  are  proved  by  experience.  The 
more  intense  two  simultaneous  or  successive  sensations  are, 
tiie  more  their  relation  tends  to  become  fixed  in  the  organism. 
The  repetition  of  the  relation  between  two  states  of  conscious- 
ness strengthens  their  connection.  An  action  which  was  at 
first  repugnant,  usually  becomes  with  time  less  disagreeable, 
and  ends  by  being  altogether  indifferent  or  even  pleasant. 

The  principle  of  these  three  laws  is  the  same.  A  very 
intense  current  may  produce  all  at  once  the  same  effect  as 
a  very  feeble  current  would  produce  only  after  frequent 
repetition.  The  painful  feeling  that  accompanies  some  kinds 
of  action  arises  from  the  resistance  offered  to  them  on  the  part 
of  the  organism  ;  but  when  this  action  is  repeated  it  establishes 
nervous  connections,  creates  an  apparatus  corresponding  to 
itself,  and  may  thus  become  one  of  the  necessary  forms  of  the 
tiow  of  ner^'ous  force. 
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"  It  will  be  obvious  that  these  and  other  traits  of  progressing  intelli- 
gence harmonize  with  the  principle  that  lines  of  nervous  communication 
are  formed  by  the  passage  of  waves  of  molecular  motion,  and  become  the 
more  permeable  the  more  frequently  such  waves  are  repeated"  {Ibid.  §  252). 

It  is  only  through  this  physiological  explanation  of  habit 
tliat  we  are  able  to  understand  fully  the  evolution  of  thought 
and  of  life.  The  organism  is  transmitted  in  the  state  into 
which  it  has  been  modified  by  habit.  What  was  habit  in  the 
father  becomes  nature  in  the  child.  There  is  no  break 
in  the  life  of  successive  generations.  Individual  experience 
cannot  account  for  all  internal  facts.  The  human  race 
is,  in  truth,  like  one  vast  individual  ;  in  fact,  it  is 
not  enough  to  say  the  human  race  ;  man  owes  some- 
thing to  the  humblest  of  his  ancestors.  He  is  the  result 
of  an  immense  experience  :  that  of  all  the  species  which,  by 
their  metamori)hoses,  have  prepared  the  way  for  his  advent. 
"...  The  simple  universal  law  that  the  cohesion  of  psychical 
states  is  proportionate  to  the  frequency  with  which  they  have 
followed  one  another  in  experience  requires  but  to  be  supple- 
mented by  the  law  that  habitual  psychical  successions  entail 
some  hereditary  tendency  to  such  successions,  which,  under 
persistent  conditions,  will  become  cumulative  in  generation 
after  generation,  to  supply  an  explanation  of  all  psychological 
phenomena,  and,  among  others,  of  the  so-called  laws  of 
thought"  {Ihid.  1st  ed.  §  197). 

In  this  way,  according  to  Herbert  Spencer,  we  are  able  to 
reconcile  the  hypothesis  of  the  empiricists  with  that  of  the 
transcendentalists.  The  former  are  right  in  affirming  that 
everything  comes  from  experience,  and  the  latter  in  maintain- 
ing that  there  are  innate  elements  in  the  mind.  The  solution 
of  this  difficulty  is  found  in  the  principles  of  heredity. 

"  To  rest  with  the  unqualified  assertion  that,  antecedent  to  experience, 
the  mind  is  a  blank,  is  to  ignore  the  all-essential  questions — whence 
comes  the  power  of  organizing  experiences?  whence  arise  the  different 
degrees  of  that  power  possessed  by  different  races  of  organisms,  and 
different  individuals  of  the  same  race  ?  If,  at  birth,  there  exists  nothing 
but  a  passive  receptivity  of  impressions,  why  should  not  a  horse  be  as 
educable  as  a  man  ?  " 

Therefore,  we  must  have  recourse  to  the  hypothesis  of 
innateness,   and   we   must    interpret    it    "  in    the  sense   that 
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there  exist  in  the  nervous  system  certain  pre-established 
relations  answering  to  relations  in  the  environment.  There  is 
truth  in  the  doctrine  of  '  forms  of  thought  ' — not  the  truth 
for  which  its  advocates  contend,  but  a  parallel  truth.  Corre- 
sponding to  absolute  external  relations  there  are  developed  in 
the  nervous  system  absolute  internal  relations — relations  that 
are  developed  before  birth,  that  are  antecedent  to,  and 
independent  of,  individual  experiences,  and  that  are  automati- 
cally established  along  with  the  very  first  cognitions  "  {Ihid.). 

"  The  corollary  from  the  general  argument  that  has  been  elaborated  is, 
that  the  brain  represents  an  infinitude  of  experiences  received  during  the 
evolution  of  life  in  general,  the  most  uniform  and  frequent  of  which 
have  been  successively  bequeathed,  principal  and  interest,  and  have  thus 
slowly  amounted  to  that  high  intelligence  which  lies  latent  in  the  brain 
of  the  infant— which  the  infant  in  the  course  of  its  after  life  exercises 
and  usually  strengthens  or  further  complicates— and  which,  with  minute 
additions,  it  again  bequeaths  to  future  generations"  {Und.). 

Thus  habit  perfected  by  heredity,  which  is  only  a  consequence 
or  result  of  habit,  becomes  the  most  general  principle  not  only 
of  mind  but  of  life.  All  in  us  that  we  were  inclined  to  regard 
as  being  really  primary  and  innate  and  essential,  is  in 
fact  only  the  result  of  a  slow  process  of  evolution,  of  a 
successive  acquisition.  We  must  return  to  the  maxim  of 
Heraclitus  :  nothing  is,  all  things  are  becoming.  When  we 
remember  that  habit  itself  is  only  an  application  of  the 
universal  law  of  mechanical  action,  a  corollary  of  the  law  of 
the  persistence  of  force,  we  may  assume  that  the  whole  of 
nature,  that  every  constant  form  is  a  product  of  analogous 
laws.  Thus  the  philosophy  of  evolution  is  the  triumph  of  the 
doctrine  of  habit,  as  the  law  not  only  of  the  living  and  spiritual 
world,  but  of  every  form  of  existence. 

Conclusion. 

The  result  of  this  review  is  that  we  find,  in  the  first  place, 
two  great  opposite  theories  concerning  the  question  of  habit. 
The  first,  foreshadowed  by  Epicurus,  upheld,  at  least  as  regards 
the  union  of  soul  and  body,  by  the  Cartesian  school,  and 
developed  l)y  contemporary  physiology  (see  Théories  de  la 
Mémoire,  Th.  Eibot),  represents  habit  as  a  physical  and 
mechanical  phenomenon  and  reduces  it  to  a  mere  automatism. 
The  second  theory,  from  which  M.  Eavaisson  has  sought  to 
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(haw  all  its  metaphysical  coiise(|ueiices,  is  that  of  Aristotle,  of 
the  Stoics,  of  Leibnitz,  of  all  those  who  ])elieve  that  life  has  in 
it  something  which  is  higher  than  mechanism.  This  theory 
considers  habit  to  be  the  moihtication  of  a  spiritual  activity. 

The  history  of  this  problem  shows,  in  the  second  place,  that 
philosopliical  progress  consists  not  so  much  in  tlie  addition  of 
particular  truths,  as  in  the  discovery  of  new  points  of  view  for 
the  explanation  of  things  as  a  whole.  And  is  not  this  a  real 
progress,  is  it  not  to  the  advantage  of  the  mind  to  l>e  able  to 
take  into  account  the  many  different  possible  conceptions  of 
the  universe  ?  I>y  its  logical  development,  empiricism  was  led 
to  make  habit  the  great  ])rinciple  of  spiritual  life,  and  to 
associate  itself  with  the  mechanical  theory  of  habit  in  which 
the  spontaneity  of  living  things  is  resolved  into  inertia. 
But  can  we  be  satisfied  with  the  empirical  solutions  ?  In 
the  first  place,  granting  that  it  reduces  a  great  number  of 
phenomena  to  unity,  habit  cannot  explain  itself  ;  it  carries  the 
problem  a  step  further  back,  but  does  not  solve  it.  Can  we 
say  that  the  mechanical  theory  offers  any  real  solution  ? 
Mechanism  implies  elementary  ideas,  such  as  those  of  space 
and  time,  of  motion  itself,  and  of  the  communication  of  motion, 
concerning  which  it  would  be  well  first  to  be  agreed.  In  his 
Mémoire  sur  Vhohitudc  Maine  de  Biran,  who  was  then  still  a 
sensationalist,  admits  that  the  hypotlieses  concerning  the 
cerebral  mechanism  are  symbols  by  which  thoughts  become  as 
it  were  visible,  rather  than  real  explanations.  Again,  the. 
reduction  of  all  things  to  habit  is  a  contradiction.  Haliit  is 
an  acquired  tiling.  The  term  habit  i)resupposes  something 
elemental,  something  absolute,  or  at  least  a  distinction 
between  a  being  and  its  modes.  To  reduce  everything  to 
habit  would,  if  taken  literally,  mean  to  reduce  everything  to 
nothing. 

And  this  particular  conclusion  applies  to  all  psychological 
problems.  We  have  seen  empiricism  offer  in  every  case  an 
explanation  which  is  useful  and  sufficient  as  regards  the 
concatenation  of  phenomena  and  the  conditions  under  which 
they  are  produced,  but  in  every  case  we  have  also  seen  the 
failure  of  em'piricism  to  render  a  final  explanation.  For  passivity 
always  implies  activity,  the  external  implies  the  internal, 
mechanism  implies  spontaneity,  the  acquired  implies  the  innate. 
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If  everything  could  be  explained  by  the  external,  this  external 
would  again  imply  something  external  to  itself,  that  is  to  say 
something  else  l)eside  itself  ;  and  if  we  must  always  go  in  this 
way  from  one  thing  to  something  else,  we  shall  never  reach 
true  being.  We  may  therefore  say  of  the  whole  of  psychology 
what  we  have  just  said  of  the  theory  of  habit  :  to  explain  the 
internal  by  the  external,  activity  by  passivity,  spontaneity  by 
mechanical  laws,  the  primitive  by  the  acquired,  is  to  explain 
everything  by  nothing. 


END    OF    VOLUME    I. 
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THE  ETHICAL  PROBLEM  IN  ANCIENT  TIMES 


I 


The  history  of  ethics  has,  apart  from  the  light  which  it  throws 
on  philosophy  in  general,  an  interest  peculiar  to  itself.  For, 
whilst  metaphysical  theories  are  often  the  work  of  men  not 
in  close  contact  with  practical  life,  the  ethical  theories  of  a 
philosopher,  on  the  contrary,  give  nearly  always  an  ideal 
interpretation  of  the  customs  and  moral  sentiments  of  his  age. 

Moralists  are  in  a  sense  the  legislators  of  nations,  for  they 
in  truth  dictate  laws  to  the  nobler  minds,  whose  ideal  of 
conduct  is  not  bounded  by  the  narrow  limits  of  mere  legality. 
Ethical  systems,  no  less  than  legal  codes,  have  for  their  foun- 
dations, as  Plato  says,  not  "  rocks  and  oaks,  but  the 
customs  of  the  state  "  {Rep.  Book  VIII,  Chapter  II)  ;  and  far  . 
more  clearly  than  philosophy  or  science,  they  reveal  to  us  the 
character  and  spirit  of  the  nations  to  which  they  belong.  The 
history  of  human  societies  explains,  and  is  in  its  turn  explained 
by  the  history  of  ethics. 

Practical  morality  which  is  too  often  ignored  in  the 
exposition  of  moral  systems,  as  if  it  were  subordinate  and  a 
matter  of  detail,  really  possesses  the  same  historical  interest 
as  theoretical  ethics.  It  is  in  a  way  even  more  instructive, 
for  it  enables  us  to  penetrate  more  deeply  into  the  life  and 
thought  of  past  centuries.  Practice  has  often  been  not  only  the 
starting  point,  but  perhaps  also  the  determining  cause  of  moral 
theory.  Logic  comes  later  to  the  support  of  morality  and  only  , 
to  justify,  by  means  of  reasoning,  ideas  which  were  originally 
simple  intuitions.  Moral  truths  gain  cogency  when  they  are 
presented  in  the  form  of  deductions,  and  so  afford  each  other 
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mutual  support.  Hence  moral  teachers,  who  are  in  any  case 
anxious  to  prove  that  their  precepts  are  based  on  the  authority 
of  reason,  have  grouped  their  ideas  systematically,  thereby 
gratifying  the  human  mind  in  its  love  of  order. 

If  the  doctrines  of  philosophers  thus  express  in  the  most 
perfect  form  the  moral  conceptions  of  a  people,  they  may  ])e 
taken  at  the  same  time  as  the  measure  of  the  progress  made  by 
the  human  conscience  in  the  different  ages.  Thus,  in  addition 
to  their  purely  historical  interest,  these  ethical  doctrines  have  a 
speculative  interest  of  the  highest  order,  for  they  prove  that 
€onscience  itself  obeys  the  law  of  evolution. 

Nevertheless,  we  must  not  fall  into  the  common  error  of 
believing  that  even  those  theoretical  speculations,  which  to  the 
intelligence  have  been  most  convincing,  have  changed  the 
customary  morality  of  a  people.  For  men's  hearts  are  not 
transformed  by  speculative  doctrines,  not  even  by  those  that 
bring  most  conviction  to  their  minds.  If  conscience  changes 
it  is  only  by  a  slow  and  gradual  progress.  Nor  is  this  pro- 
gress uniform  and  continuous.  The  deviations  in  its  course 
give  evidence  of  the  diversity  of  the  minds  in  whicli,  at 
different  times  and  in  many  different  ways,  it  has  been 
a,ctualized. 

Ethical  Notions  of  Pre-philosophic  times. 

Ethical  thought  began  to  manifest  itself  at  the  earliest 
period  of  the  existence  of  human  societies,  and  found  expres- 
sion both  in  the  works  of  law-givers  and  of  poets.  Arising 
out  of  reflections  which  not  only  great  events  but  also 
the  ordinary  accidents  of  life  must  suggest  to  all  men, 
moral  science  took  at  first  the  form  of  an  entirely  practical 
teaching.  In  Greece  its  first  expositors  were  :  Homer,  in 
whose  pictures  of  real  life  Horace  professes  to  find  a  lofty 
morality  (Epistles,  1,  2),  Hesiod  (Works  and  Days),  the  gnomic 
poets,  Solon,  Theognis,  and  the  seven  sages  whose  very  names 
are  uncertain. 

Ethics  in  Homer  appears  as  the  courage  and  tender- 
ness of  Achilles,  the  perseverance  of  Ulysses,  the  fidelity  of 
Penelope,  the  punishment  of  Paris  in  the  Iliad,  and  of  the 
suitors  in  the  Odyssey.  With  Hesiod  moral  reflection  proper 
begins    to    appear,    but    it    is    still    feeble,    and    only    shows 
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itself  in  connection  with  the  poet's  individual  experiences. 
He  was  thinking  of  his  quarrels  with  his  brother  when 
he  wrote,  "  there  are  two  kinds  of  contests,  one  is  odious 
and  reprehensible,  for  example  lawsuits  and  trials,  the 
other  is  noble  and  salutary,  such  is  the  emulation  of 
artists  and  artisans."  The  fable  of  the  nightingale  and  the 
hawk  was  suggested  to  him  by  all  he  had  suffered  through  the 
injustice  of  kings. 

Of  the  poems  written  between  the  ninth  century  (the 
supposed  time  of  Hesiod)  and  the  sixth,  only  a  few  fragments 
have  come  down  to  us,  The  seven  sages  were  not  philosophers, 
but  practical  men  who  endeavoured  to  inculcate  and  popularize 
moral  ideas  by  means  of  short  maxims  and  familiar  discourses. 
They  made  no  attempt  at  argument  or  discussion,  being  con- 
tent to  set  forth  clearly  truths  that  were  supposed  to  be  either 
self-evident  or  based  on  some  divine  authority.  The  gnomic 
poets,  Solon  and  Phocylides,  likewise  expressed  in  their  moral 
reflections  the  results  of  human  experience  :  the  dangers  of 
violence,  the  necessity  of  moderation  in  private  as  in  public  life, 
and  so  forth. 

The  Naturalism  of  Dernocritus.  Mystic  Morality  of  the  Pytha- 
goreans.    The  Sophists  ;  Nature  Opposed  to  Law. 

Heraclitus  and  Democritus  were  the  first  philosophers  to  set 
forth  ethical  notions  as  the  logical  consequences  of  a  philoso- 
phical theory.  Heraclitus,  while  teaching  that  everything  is 
in  a  state  of  flux  and  that  nothing  endures,  counsels  man  to 
su])mit  to  the'  universal  order  of  things,  and  to  let  himself  be 
gently  borne  along  with  the  unceasing  flow  of  phenomena. 

Democritus  derives  from  sensuous  principles  the  morality  of 
an  intelligent  self-interest.  He  regards  happiness  as  the  end 
of  life,  but  he  makes  it  consist  in  good  health,  good  humour, 
and  peace  of  mind,  and  thus  makes  temperance  its  necessary 
condition. 

The  greatest  moral  teachers  amongst  pre-Socratic  philosophers 
were  the  Pythagoreans.  It  is  difficult  to  determine  precisely  the 
connection  between  their  practical  and  their  speculative  philo- 
sophy, but  the  general  tendency  of  their  morality  was  mystic. 
The  Pythagoreans  taught  that  human  life  is  in  God's  hands,  • 
and  consequently  they  condemned  suicide  as  an  act  of  impiety. 
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But  it  was  not  by  describing  its  delights  that  they  sought  to 
reconcile  man  to  life  ;  on  the  contrary,  they  maintained  that 
it  would  be  well  for  the  soul  to  be  delivered  from  the  prison- 
house  of  the  body,  but  she  must  respect  God's  commands,  and 
remain  on  earth  to  expiate  the  sins  of  a  former  life.  It  would 
seem  that  for  them  the  renunciation  of  happiness  is  the 
necessary  condition  of  virtue.  Temperance  is  the  contest 
waged  by  the  rational  soul  against  the  passions.  The  idea  of 
Justice  is  expressed  by  the  stern  law  of  retaliation,  and  to  define 
it  the  Pythagoreans  use  an  untranslatable  term,  avTi7r€7roi/0oç, 
— "  to  suffer  from  another  that  which  one  has  done  to  him." 
Friendship,  for  the  Pythagoreans,  was  a  manly  virtue,  free  from 
all  weakness.  "  We  should  help  others  to  take  up  their 
burdens,"  they  said,  "  but  we  nmst  not  carry  them  in  their 
stead."  In  the  rules  of  the  community  at  Crotona,  the 
asceticism  of  their  teaching  is  still  more  marked.  Pythagoras 
anticipated  all  the  notions  of  the  founders  of  monastic  orders. 
The  community  of  goods,  celibacy,  the  rule  of  silence,  prayer, 
hymns  sung  in  common,  and  self-examination,  are  all  enjoined 
by  him. 

"  Let  not  thine  eyelids  yiekl  to  slumber,  till  thou  hast  submitted  to  thy 
reason  all  the  actions  of  the  day.  '  In  what  have  I  failed  ?  What  have  I 
done?  Of  what  is  commanded,  have  I  omitted  aught?'  Having  thu» 
reviewed  the  first  of  thine  actions,  consider  them  all  one  by  one  in  the 
same  way,  and  if  thou  hast  done  wrong,  humble  thyself.  If  thou  hast 
done  well,  rejoice  "  {Golden  Sayings). 

The  influence  of  this  austere  morality  of  Pythagoras  was 
destined  to  last  long.  Its  traces  are  particularly  visible  in 
Platonism.  In  Pythagoreanism  there  appears  for  the  first 
time  the  great  conception  of  asceticism,  which,  broadly  speaking, 
consists  in  sacrificing  the  natural  to  the  moral. 

In  connection  with  this  doctrine  we  may  discuss  a  view 
which  was  more  in  accordance  with  the  Greek  spirit,  and 
which  found  about  the  same  time  its  first  exponents  in  the 
Sophists — that  of  Naturalism.  In  ethics,  as  in  politics,  the 
*^  starting  point  of  the  Sophists  was  the  fundamental  distinction 
made  by  them  between  nature  {(pvaiç)  and  custom  (Oea-iç), 
From  this  principle  was  derived  their  theory  of  Law  (i/o/xoç). 
The  antithesis  between  natural  and  conventional  laws,  so 
eloquently  set  forth  by  Hippias  (Plato,  Frotag,  337  c)  was  adopted 
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and  expressed  in  similar  terms  by  all  the  Sophists.  Each, 
however,  interprets  it  in  his  own  way.  For  '  Nature  '  is  one 
of  the  vaguest  of  terms,  and  the  Sophists  did  not  define  it. 
But,  beyond  doubt,  its  truest  meaning  is  that  which  was  given 
to  it  later  by  Socrates  and  the  Stoics,  namely,  reason  ;  and 
this  seems  to  have  been  the  way  in  which  Protagoras  already 
understood  it,  when  he  said  that  Nature  has  given  to  all  men 
the  knowledge  of  what  is  just  ((5//f»;)  and  of  what  is  unjust 
(àSiKoç),  and  when  he  makes  moral  justice  thus  founded  on 
Nature,  the  basis  of  political  justice  {Protagoras,  322  a-c). 
Alcidamus  and  Lycophron  seem  also  to  use  the  word  in  that 
sense,  when  they  denounce  as  contrary  to  nature — the  former 
the  difference  made  by  the  laws  between  the  freeman  and  the 
slave,  the  latter  the  distinction  drawn  by  prejudice  between 
the  different  classes  of  citizens.  Thus  the  Law  {yofioc),  in  so 
far  as  it  is  opposed  to  Nature  ((pvcnç),  is  unjust  and  contrary 
to  reason,  and  in  so  far  as  it  is  derived  from  and  in  accordance 
with  Nature,  it  is  the  expression  of  reason  itself. 

But  the  Sophists  did  not  believe  in  the  validity  of  Eeason, 
and  if  the  masters  did  not  deliberately  preach  immorality,  their 
disciples  were  more  bold.  The  speech  which  Plato  puts  into 
the  mouth  of  Callicles  (Gorgias,  482  e)  shows  what  the  result 
would  be  if  this  antithesis  of  Nature  to  custom  were  logically 
carried  out.  It  is  the  will  of  Nature  that  the  strong  should 
rule  over  the  weak.  The  man  who  had  the  intelligence  to 
despise  the  conventional  justice  instituted  by  men,  and  the 
courage  to  defy  them,  would  on  his  part  seek  to  feel  the  reckless 
joy  of  life,  to  taste  of  all  life's  pleasures  ;  confiding  in  his 
strength,  which  would  make  him  feared  by  others,  he  would 
give  full  rein  to  his  passions,  and  would  always  find  the 
means  of  indulging  them.  It  is  in  this  way,  that  from  time  to 
time,  in  the  midst  of  society,  life  according  to  Nature  is 
realized  in  a  few  exceptional  beings.  The  natural  Laws  also 
apply  to  the  State,  in  a  more  general  if  less  obvious  w^ay. 
Civil  Law,  according  to  Callicles,  may  be  reduced  to  the  will  of 
the  stronger,  and  according  to  Thrasymachus  (Plato,  Eep.  I,  338  a) 
to  the  will  of  the  Kulers.  As  for  that  purely  human  justice 
which  forbids  violence,  it  is  a  mere  convention,  a  prejudice 
fostered  by  the  weak,  whose  interest  it  serves  :  to  SiKaiov  koi 
TO  aia")(j)6v  ov  (pva-ei  àWà  vojmœ. 
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The  Sophists  were  always  ready  to  assign  a  conventional 
origin  to  every  kind  of  institution.  Thus,  their  disciple  Critia» 
discerned  in  the  belief  in  the  Gods  a  successful  artifice,  em- 
ployed by  legislators  in  order  that  fear  might  prevent,  or  that 
remorse  might  disclose,  secret  crimes  which  would  otherwise 
go  unpunished.  Such  a  free  interpretation  of  political  and 
religious  notions  was  at  that  time  both  daring  and  original. 
It  was  a  remarkable  innovation  in  the  world  of  thought  that 
the  law,  to  which  in  the  beginning  all  nations  ascribed  a  sacred 
character,  should  be  reduced  to  the  level  of  a  natural  fact. 

The  revolutions  in  Greece  had  taught  their  lesson.  The 
different  forms  of  Government,  which  men  had  seen  alternately 
established  by  violence  and  by  violence  overthrown,  had  lost 
all  prestige  ;  and  now  philosophy,  with  its  independent  criti- 
cism, finished  the  work  of  making  them  appear  contemptible. 
Unfortunately,  the  Sophists  were  inclined  to  exaggerate  the 
artificial  character  of  laws  and  institutions.  That  they  should 
be  regarded  as  a  human,  and  consequently  imperfect  product, 
was  enough,  without  further  representing  them  as  merely 
arbitrary,  the  result  of  caprice  or  of  a  blind  force.  To  see 
nothing  in  the  Laws  except  the  inventions  of  Legislators,  to 
ignore  the  natural  basis  on  which  they  rest,  was  to  be  blind 
to  the  order  which  rules  among  human  affairs.  To  leave  to 
the  established  laws  no  raison  d'être  beyond  the  fact  of  their 
existence,  was  to  deprive  them  further  of  authority  and  to 
justify  beforehand  those  acts  of  violence  which  change  for 
good  or  evil  the  character  of  a  state.  Thus  for  all  their  bold 
attacks  on  prejudice,  the  moral  teaching  of  the  Sophists  was 
itself  a  reflection  of  the  opinions  of  an  age,  in  which  the  respect 
for  law  had  been  weakened  by  the  melancholy  spectacle  of 
successive  revolutions. 

Socrates  :  Practical  Morality  ;   The  Teaching  of  Virtue. 

For  the  Sophists,  the  teaching  of  Wisdom  had  been  merely 
an  hono\irable  and  lucrative  profession.  For  Socrates,  it  was 
the  fulfilment  of  a  duty  to  his  country,  and  of  a  divine  mission. 
He  devoted  himself  to  the  moral  instruction  of  the  youth  of 
Athens,  and,  unlike  the  Sophists,  he  never  thought  of  procuring 
for  himself  a  brilliant  position.  On  the  contrary,  in.  order 
that  he  might  the  better  take  upon  himself  the  care  of  souls, 
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he  ceased  to  occupy  himself  with  his  affairs,  and  gave  no 
thought  to  any  concern  of  his  own  (Plato,  Apology,  23  &). 
His  preaching  was  enforced  by  the  example  of  his  life,  of  his 
private  virtues  and  political  courage.  In  truth,  his  great 
reputation  for  virtue  was  needed  if  the  militant  ardour 
and  indiscretions  of  his  zeal  were  to  be  forgiven  him. 

Socrates  adopted  a  peculiar  method  of  instruction  which 
reflects  a  curious  feature  in  Athenian  Hfe.  The  Greeks,  whose 
private  life  was  led  in  the  market  place,  under  the  public  gaze, 
allowed  their  philosophers  to  take  a  liberty  which  seem& 
surprising  to  us, — that  of  choosing  as  a  text  for  their  moral 
lessons,  the  actions  and  conduct  of  any  private  individual 
among  them.  Socrates  was  the  first  to  exercise  this  kind  of 
moral  censorship.  He  tells  us  himself  that  he  was  to  all  the 
citizens  like  a  father  or  an  elder  brother,  exhorting  them  to 
virtue  (Plato,  Apol.  31).  We  find  him  as  virtue's  true 
"  agent  "  intervening  with  his  advice  in  the  intimate  concerns 
of  private  individuals.  He  helps  the  young  men,  Glaucon  and 
Charmides,  in  the  choice  of  a  profession  (Xen.  Mem.  Ill,  6 
and  7)  ;  he  reconciles  two  brothers,  Cha3rephon  and  Chserecrates,, 
who  had  quarrelled  {Ibid.,  II,  3)  ;  he  advises  Aristarchus, 
weighed  down  by  his  numerous  relations,  to  escape  from  his 
embarrassments  by  taking  to  work  (Ibid.  II,  7)  ;  filled  with  a 
touching  interest  in  humble  folk,  he  exhorts  Diodorus  to  give 
help  to  Hermogenes  in  his  poverty  {Ibid.  II,  10);  and  again, 
Eutherus  is  persuaded  by  him  to  accept  the  honourable  yoke  of 
domestic  service,  so  that  his  old  age  may  be  sheltered  from 
want  {Ibid.  II,  8).  In  a  word,  wherever  there  is  a  good 
action  to  be  done  or  good  counsel  needed,  there  Socrates  i& 
always  to  be  found. 

In  the  process  of  giving  moral  advice  Socrates,  incidentally — 
if  one  may  so  express  it — arrived  at  certain  truths  outside  the 
compass  of  his  theoretical  scheme.  We  may  not  be  able  to 
find  in  his  philosophy  precepts  condemning  slavery  or  the  sub- 
jection of  women,  but,  with  regard  to  the  latter,  he  certainly 
taught  that  they  should  be  treated  with  respect.  In  woman, 
he  honours  the  mother  and  the  wife.  He  makes  gratitude  the 
basis  of  filial  piety,  and  exhorts  his  son  Lamprocles  to  bear 
with  Xanthippe's  trying  temper,  remembering  the  devoted  care 
which  she  bestowed  on  him  in  his  childhood  (Mem.  II,  2). 
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In  conjugal  life  he  regards  woman  as  the  equal  of  man.  He 
made  no  distinction  between  them  except  such  as  springs  from 
the  different  tasks  in  a  concern  that  is  common.  To  man 
belongs  outdoor  work,  to  women  the  care  of  all  within,  and  the 
supervision  of  the  house  (Xen.  Œcon.  1,  7).  Good  order  in  the 
household  will  of  itself  secure  the  kind  treatment  of  slaves. 
The  mistress  of  the  house,  of  whom  Socrates  gives  us  an 
ideal  portrait  (Ibid.),  herself  takes  care  of  the  slaves 
when  they  are  ill,  preferring  this  task  in  fact  to  any  other, 
because  thereby  she  insures  devoted  servants  (Ibid.)  Socrates 
makes  the  position  of  the  slave  altogether  honourable,  when 
he  declares  that  he  respects  him  for  his  services,  and  when  he 
points  out  to  free  men,  who  can  only  "eat  and  sleep,"  that 
they  should  take  example  by  the  slaves,  whose  labour  brings 
ease  and  comfort  to  their  employers  (Mem.  II,  7). 

Such  precepts,  although  they  appeared  in  the  modest  form 
of  practical  advice  merely,  had  nevertheless  a  very  lofty  import, 
and  in  order  rightly  to  estimate  their  value,  we  must  also  bear 
in  mind  that  they  were  at  that  time  quite  new. 

Theoretical  Morals  :  Virtue,  Knowledge,  and  Happin£ss 
identical. 

Notwithstanding  all  this,  Socrates  would  scarcely  deserve 
the  title  of  philosopher  if  he  had  done  no  more  than  teach 
virtue  in  Athens  ;  but,  in  fact,  the  noble  thoughts  communicated 
by  his  word  formed  in  his  mind  a  coherent  system.  Socrates 
has  rightly  been  called  the  founder  of  Moral  Science,  for  all  his 
logical  precepts  (his  yiwOt  creaurov,  irony,  maieutic,  etc.)  have 
significance  only  when  applied  to  practical  life.  His  belief  in 
his  own  mission  led  him  to  declare  that  virtue  was  knowledge, 
and  could  therefore  be  taught  (Plato,  Protag.).  When  he  said 
that  virtue  was  knowledge,  it  was  not  the  commonplace  truth 
that  it  is  necessary  to  think  correctly  in  order  to  act  well  that 
Socrates  announced.  What  he  meant  was,  that  one  cannot 
separate  knowledge  from  action,  because  he  who  really  knows 
the  good  understands  also  that  it  is  his  interest  to  do  it,  con- 
sequently he  cannot  do  otherwise  than  choose  it.  The  will 
cannot  go  against  reason,  and  when  it  is  enlightened  it  always 
makes  for  the  good.  Its  weaknesses  and  faults  are  nothing 
but  errors  of  the  intelligence.     This  follows  necessarily  from 
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another  principle,  namely,  that  the  interests  of  individuals 
always  coincide  with  the  general  good.  For  with  Socrates  the 
good  is  neither  pleasure  as  Aristippus  understood  it  {Mem.  II, 
1),  nor  what  it  might  please  any  casual  individual  to  call  the 
good,  such  as  wealth  or  honour.  It  is  that  which  is  esteemed 
by  all  men  without  exception,  that  which  all  men  agree  in 
proclaiming  fair  and  good,  KokoKayaOov,  and  which  is  so  in  fact 
universally  and  at  all  times,— as  are  temperance  and  justice. 

Now  the  good  thus  understood  is  the  supremely  useful  ;  for 
whilst  the  value  of  riches,  for  instance,  depends  on  the  use  that^ 
is  made  of  them,  and  they  may  consequently  be  as  harmful  to 
one  as  they  are  useful  to  another,  justice,  on  the  contrary,  is  in 
itself  of  so  great  a  worth  that  its  possession  is  always  and 
necessarily  a  good.  The  man  that  is  guided  by  his  own  interest 
must  always  choose  the  Good,  or  virtue,  and  whoever  first  com- 
mitted the  error  and  the  crime  of  separating  the  Good  from  the 
Useful  is  consigned  by  Socrates  to  the  infernal  gods.  ' 

The  good  being  identical  with  the  useful,  it  follows  that 
happiness  is  the  end  of  virtue.  But  happiness  is  itself 
reducible  to  virtue,  and  finds  in  virtue  its  immediate  realiza- 
tion. For,  according  to  Socrates,  reason  makes  us  despise 
external  goods,  the  signs  of  the  uncertain  favour  of  fortune 
or  of  the  gods  {evrvxla).  Reason  conceives  happiness  (euirpa^la) 
as  a  holy  joy,  which  implies  the  renunciation  of  common 
delights.  In  this  high  sense  of  the  term  it  may  be  truly 
said  that  happiness  does  not  deceive  the  hopes  of  those 
who  put   their   trust  in  it,  and  make  themselves  worthy  to 

■enjoy  it. 

The  means  of  attaining  a  happy  life  are  the  virtues,  and  the 
virtues  are  in  their  turn  different  kinds  of  knowledge.  But  the 
virtue  par  excellence  is  wisdom,  or  the  general  knowledge  of  the 
Good,  while  the  other  virtues  are  parts  of  wisdom,  each  being 
the  special  knowledge  of  a  particular  kind  of  good.  Thus, 
temperance  is  knowledge  of  the  true  good,  as  distinguished 
from  the  false  good  which  men  call  pleasure  ;  courage  consists 
in  the  just  appreciation  of  merely  apparent  evils,  such  as  sick- 
ness or  death,  which  are  not  to  be  feared,  and  of  true  evils, 
such  as  injustice,  which  should  be  shunned  ;  finally,  justice  is 
knowledge  of  that  which  is  permitted  or  forbidden  by  human 
or  divine  law. 


il 
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If  happiness  and  virtue  are  one,  and  if,  in  consequence,  no 
one  is  voluntarily  evil,  it  is  because  the  good  has  for  man  a 
power  divine.  Hence  the  good  has  its  origin  in  reason,  and 
not,  as  the  Sophists  said,  in  convention.  There  are  two  kinds 
of  laws,  the  wTitten  and  the  unwritten. 


u  t 


But  are  you  awai-e,  Hippias,'  asks  Socrates,  '  that  there  are  un- 
written laws  ?  '  '  You  mean  those,'  asked  Hippias,  '  that  are  in  force 
about  the  same  points  everywhere  ?  '  '  Can  you  affirm  then  that  men 
made  those  laws  ?  '  *  How  could  they,'  said  Hippias,  '  when  they  could 
not  all  meet  together,  and  do  not  all  speak  the  same  language  V  '  Whom, 
then,  do  you  suppose  to  have  made  those  laws  ?  '  '1  believe,'  said  he, 
*  that  it  was  the  gods  who  made  those  laws  for  men,  for  among  all  men 
the  first  law  is  to  respect  the  gods  '  "  (Mem.  IV,  4). 

The  distinctive  characteristic  of  the  unwritten  laws  is  that 
they  are  universal,  divinely  instituted,  and,  as  Socrates  adds, 
that  they  carry  with  them  their  own  sanction. 

"Those  who  violate  the  laws  made  by  the  gods  incur  punishment  which 
it  is  by  no  means  possible  for  them  to  escape  .  .  .  many  transgressors  of 
laws  made  by  men  escape  punishment,  some  by  concealment,  others  by 
open  violence  "  (Ibid.). 

Thus,  to  the  distinction,  which  had  been  established  by  the 
Sophists,  between  natural  and  positive  laws,  Socrates  gave  a 
new,  and,  at  the  same  time,  a  more  rational  and  accurate 
meaning.  And,  while  the  Sophists  only  aimed  at  destroying 
the  authority  of  the  laws,  Socrates  restored  and  strengthened 
it  by  finding  in  the  unwritten  law^s  the  source  of  the  written 
laws,  and  by  making  these  participate  in  the  sanctity  and 
majesty  of  the  divine  model  of  which  they  are,  in  his  opinion^ 
an  imperfect  image  (Crito). 

Plato  :  The  Virtues  ;  Their  Principle  in  Wisdom  ;  Their 
Unity  in  Justice. 

Plato  adopted  the  ethical  conceptions  of  Socrates,  but  a& 
was  always  his  way,  he  gave  them  a  wider  significance  and  a 
new  authority  by  bringing  to  light  the  metaphysical  principles 
which  were  implied  in  them.  He  distinguishes  three  parts  in 
the  soul,  and  assigns  to  each  a  special  function  and  a  special 
excellence.  Appetite  {e-rriOvijla),  which  has  to  be  regulated 
and  restrained,  only  gives  rise  to  a  negative  virtue,  temperance. 
The  spirited  passion  {Ov/uloç),  being  enlisted  in  the  service  of 
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virtue,  becomes  courage.     Finally,  Eeason  (voOç),  when  true  to 
herself,  takes  the  name  of  wisdom. 

If,  on  the  one  hand,  the  desires  and  needs  of  the  body  must 
be  satisfied  to  the  extent  necessary  for  its  preservation,  they 
should,  on  the  other  hand,  be  fought  against  as  an  obstacle  to 
divine  life,  and,  more  especially,  to  the  attainment  of  truth. 
In  the  highest  and  most  philosophic  sense,  temperance  is,  for 
I>lato,  the^'renunciation  of  pleasure  and  the  release  of  the  soul  . 
from  the  body  (x^/O'^MO?  >^i^X'5^  ^"^^  crw^aToç,  Phaedo,  67  d), 
l>lato   describes   it   in  mystical  language  as  "  the  practice  of 

dymg. 

Appetite  (èiriOviJ.la),  which  is  lawless  and  blind,  can  be 
conquered  only  by  setting  against  it  the  spirited  passion 
which,  of  its  own  impulse,  makes  for  the  good.  Courage  thus 
completes  the  work  of  temperance  ;  one  is  the  struggle  against 
pain,  while  the  other  consists  in  resisting  the  soft  seductions 
of  pleasure.  Both  are  essential  elements  of  wisdom.  By 
delivering  the  soul  from  the  fetters  of  desire  which  bind  her 
to  the  body,  these  virtues  restore  her  to  herself,  and  to  that 
•contemplation  of  true  Being,  of  the  Good,  which  for  Plato,  as 
for  Aristotle,  is  the  supreme  end  of  moral  life.  Wisdom  is 
not  only  first  among  the  virtues,  it  is  also  the  principle  of 
them  all. 

"Then  all  but  the  philosophers  are  courageous  from  fear,  and  because    , 
they  are  afraid  ;  and  yet  that  a  man  should  be  courageous  from  fear,  and 
hecause  he  is  a  coward,  is  surely  a  strange  thing.  ...  And  are  not  the 
temperate  exactly  in  the  same  case  ?    They  are  temperate  because  they 
are  intemperate,  which  might  seem  to  be  a  contradiction,  but  is  neverthe- 
less the  sort  of  thing  that  happens  with  this  slavish  temperance.     For 
there  are  pleasures  which  they  are  afraid  of  losing,  and  in  their  desire  to 
keep  them  they  abstain  from  some   pleasures  because  they  are  overcome 
hy  others    ...     Yet  the  exchange  of  one  fear  or  pleasure  or  pain  for 
another  fear  or  pleasure  or  pain,  and  of  the  greater  for  the  less,  as  if  they 
were  coins,  is  not  the  exchange  of  virtue.     O  my  dear  Simmias  is  there 
not  one  true  coin  for  which  all  things  ought  to  exchange  ?-and  that  is 
wisdom  ;  and  only  in  exchange  for  this,  and  in  company  with  this,  is 
anything  truly  bought  or  sold,  whether  courage  or  temperance  or  justice. 
And  is  not  all  true  virtue  the  companion  of  wisdom,  no  matter  what  fears  j 
or  pleasures,  or  other  similar  goods  or  evils  may  or  may  not  attend  her  ? 
But  the  virtue  which  is  made  up  of  these  goods,  when  they  are  severed 
from  wisdom  and  exchanged  with  one  another,  is  a  shadow  of  virtue  only, 
nor  is  there  any  freedom  or  health  or  truth  in  her  "  (Phaedo,  68  d). 
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Thus  the  virtues  owe  their  value  to  the  principle  of  wisdom 
from  which  they  flow.  Plato's  contemptuous  disparagement 
of  interested  virtue  seems  to  offer  an  anticipatory  criticism  of 
Epicureanism. 

The  different  virtues,  therefore,  are  all  inspired  by  the  same 
spirit  of  wisdom,  and  all  participate  in  the  same  idea  of  the 
Good.  Besides  their  unity  of  origin,  their  end  is  also  one, 
which  they  pursue  in  common,  and  of  which  their  harmonious 
activity  is  the  realization.  For  although  each  of  these  virtues 
has  an  absolute  value,  and  is  an  end  in  itself,  the  particular 
ends,  named  Courage,  Temperance,  Wisdom,  have  nevertheless 
their  place  by  relation  to  a  still  higlier  end,  which  is  Justice. 
By  Justice  is  meant,  in  Platonic  language,  an  internal  virtue, 
the  peace  or  harmony  established  in  the  soul  by  the  rule  of 
reason. 

The  virtues,  therefore,  are  not  isolated,  but  one  and  whole. 
We  have  already  seen  that  courage  and  temperance  are  sisters, 
being  both  the  daughters  of  wisdom  ;  these  sisters,  we  may  add, 
go  hand  in  hand.  Plato  shows  clearly  the  unity  of  the  moral 
life,  when  he  makes  the  law  that  governs  the  intellect  extend  to 
the  will,  and  when  he  further  introduces  a  dialectic  of  the  pas- 
sions, and  a  hierarchy  of  the  virtues.  In  one  sense,  temperance 
and  courage  are  merely  relative  virtues,  for,  in  purifying  the  soul 
from  passion,  they  only  prepare  it  for  wisdom,  which  alone  has 
absolute  value.  Here  Plato  seems  almost  to  draw  the  same 
distinction  between  the  practical  and  the  contemplative  life,  as 
that  made  later  by  Aristotle.  But  according  to  Plato  these 
two  lives  are  in  reality  only  one.  While  it  ascends  from  one 
degree  to  another,  virtue  at  the  same  time  preserves  the  unity 
of  a  movement  that  is  continuous  ;  under  all  the  variety  of 
names,  it  is  always  the  same  impulse  which  carries  us  towards 
the  Good. 

Transition  from  justice  as  the  virtue  of  an  individual,  to 
justice  considered  as  a  social  virtue,  is  suggested  by  the  nature 
of  things.  The  law  which  rules  the  mutual  relation  of  the 
faculties  of  the  soul  also  regulates  the  relations  of  men  to  one 
another  and  of  citizens  within  the  state.  Reason,  which,  in 
the  state,  is  represented  by  its  rulers,  controls  the  passions  and 
the  lower  appetites,  which  are  in  turn  represented,  the  former 
by    the   soldiers,   the   latter  by    the    artizans    and    labourers. 
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Each  class,  having  in  the  state  its  special  function,  has  also  its 
special  virtue,  and  so  Plato,  speaking  of  the  state  as  he  would 
of  the  citizen,  calls  it  wise,  courageous,  temperate,  and  just 
{Rc;p.  IV,  Chap.  VI).  Politics  with  him  were  thus  merely 
Ethics  on  a  larger  scale. 

The  social  virtues,  on  the  other  hand,  depend  on  individual 
morality  :  in  order  to  live  in  peace  and  harmony  with  hi& 
fellows,  the  individual  has  only  to  make  harmony  rule  in  his 
own  soul.  Virtue  is  in  no  sense  merely  a  personal  thing  :  its 
object  is  the  Good  in  itself.  To  attain  virtue  is,  therefore,  not 
merely  to  pursue  one's  private  perfection,  or  a  good  that  is 
relative  to  one's  particular  nature,  as  Aristotle  says  afterw^ards 
{okeiov  epyop)  ;  it  is  to  make  the  universal  end  one's  own  end,, 
and  thus  to  join  in  the  harmonious  unity  of  rational  wills. 
The  whole  theory  of  special  virtues  rests  upon  the  conception 
of  an  absolute  Good.  It  is  because  the  Good  has  an  absolute 
value,  that  we  must  always  practise  it,  at  whatever  cost  to  our 
love  of  ourselves,  or  our  hatred  of  others.  Justice  consists, 
not  as  the  old  maxims  said,  in  doing  good  to  one's  friends, 
and  evil  to  one's  enemies,  but  in  doing  good  to  all  men  with- 
out distinction.  "  Injustice  is  always  an  evil  "  {Crito,  49  a) 
Thus  Plato  enjoins  the  forgiveness  of  injuries.  His  precepts 
are  in  the  very  terms  of  Christian  charity  ;  but  they  were  not 
inspired  by  the  same  spirit,  for  he  puts  them  forward  as  a 
metaphysical  deduction,  as  the  sublime  result  of  intellectual 
insight,  rather  than  of  an  impulse  of  the  heart. 

The  Supreme  Good  and  its  Constituents  ;  Pleasure  and  Know- 
ledge ;    Virtue  and  Happiness  ;  Expiation. 

With  Plato,  as  with  all  the  ancients,  the  object  of  Ethics 
was  the  determination  and  explication  of  the  nature  of  the 
Supreme  Good,  or  ''Summum  Bo7ium"  that  is  to  say  of  the 
good  that  is  self-sufficient  (avTapKeia).  "  Is  the  good  sufficient  ?  " 
asks  Socrates,  in  the  Fhilebus  (20).  "Yes,  certainly,"  says 
Protarchus,  "and  in  a  degree  surpassing  all  other  things." 
Among  the  things  that  men  call  good,  which  is  it  that^ 
fulfils  the  condition  of  supreme  good  ?  Is  it  pleasure  ?  No, 
for  pleasure  derives  its  value,  not  from  itself,  but  from  its 
union  with  mind.  Pleasure  would  be  nothing  did  we  not 
perceive  it  when  it  arises,  recall  it  in  thought  after  it  has 
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disappeared  and  anticipate  it  before  it  comes.  Pleasure  has 
value,  only  because  it  is  given  with  consciousness,  with  memory 
and  reflection,  in  a  word  with  mind.  Moreover,  we  make  a 
distinction  between  pleasures  that  are  real  and  pleasures  that  are 
false,  and  as  the  mind  is  the  only  judge  of  truth,  pleasure  from 
this  point  of  view  also,  depends  on  knowledge.  Thus  pleasure 
is  indeed  a  good,  but  a  relative,  a  subordinate  good,  in  no  way 
deserving  of  the  title  of  Supreme  Good  (Philehus,  21  h  et  pciss.). 
Is  knowledge,  then,  the  Good,  seeing  that  to  it  pleasure  owes 
its  worth  ? 

"  I  want  to  know,"  asks  Socrates,  "  whether  any  one  of  us  would 
consent  to  live,  having  wisdom  and  mind  and  knowledge  and  memory 
of  all  things,  but  having  no  sense  of  pleasure  or  pain,  and  wholly 
unaffected  by  these  and  the  like  feelings?"  (Ibid.  21  d). 

This  simple  question  is  substantially  the  same  as  that  which 
is  presented  in  dramatic  form  in  the  poem  of  Faust,  and  the 
answer  given  l)y  Plato  harmonizes  also  with  Goethe's  con- 
ception. Wisdom  is  not  the  good,  and  the  life  of  thought  is 
not  happiness.  Still,  as  pleasure  and  knowledge  are  the  only 
goods  we  know,  the  supreme  good,  if  it  exists,  must  be  in 
them  ;  and  as  it  cannot  be  in  either  of  tliem,  taken  separately, 
it  follows  that  it  must  be  in  the  union  of  both.  The  Good 
therefore  is  a  mixture  ;  it  is  fed  from  two  sources.  "  And 
here  are  two  fountains  which  are  flowing  at  our  side  :  one, 
which  is  pleasure,  may  be  likened  to  a  fountain  of  honey  :  the 
other,  wisdom,  a  sober  draught  in  which  no  wine  mingles,  is  of 
N water,  unpleasant  but  healthful"  (Ibid.  61  c). 

In  the  mixture  of  which  the  Good  is  composed  all  the 
sciences  are  included,  for  they  are  all  good,  though  in  different 
degrees  ;  between  pleasures,  on  the  other  liand,  a  choice  has  to 
be  made,  for  only  the  pleasures  that  are  true  and  pure  can 
enter  into  the  composition  of  the  Good.  Thus  Plato  does  not 
admit  that  simplification  of  ethics  by  which  the  Supreme  Good 
is  reduced  to  a  single  principle,  whether  this  principle  be 
contemplation,  as  with  Aristotle,  or  common  pleasure,  as  with 
the  Cyrenaics.  For  Plato,  the  Supreme  Good  is  a  mixture  in 
proper  proportions  of  pleasure  and  wisdom. 

The  notion  expressed  by  the  ancients  in  the  term  Supreme 
Good  is  also  complex  in  another  sense,  and  made  up  of  elements 
which  were  later  considered  to  be  heterogeneous,  namely,  Virtue 


THE  ETHICAL  PROBLEM  IN  ANCIENT  TIMES  15 

and  Happiness.     What,  then,  is  virtue  ?     What  is  happiness  ? 
And  how  was  their  relation  to  one  another  conceived  by  Plato? 
Virtue,  as  the  Pythagoreans  had  already  said,  is  "  the  being 
made  like  unto  God  "  (o/jLOicua-ic  Séœ)  ;   and  God  is  the  One,  or 
the  Good,  in  contrast  to  matter,  which  is  the  principle  of  the 
many,  or  the  evil.     To  be  like  unto  God  is  to  escape  from  the 
material  or  sensible  world,  which  is  of  necessity  the  abode  of 
evil,  and  to  take  flight  towards  the  world  of  Ideas  (Theaetetus, 
176  a).      In   the   less   obscure   language   of   psychology,  this 
metaphysical  definition  means  that  virtue,  that  flight  towards   ' 
the  region  of  things  eternal  {(pvyrf),  is  detachment  from  sense 
and  the  cultivation  of  reason  (Phaedo).     Moreover,  as  God  is 
the  One,  virtue,  or  imitation  of  God  is  a  kind  of  participation 
in  the  divine  Unity.      No  doubt,  man,  inasmuch  as  he  consists 
of  a  body  composed  of  many  elements  and  of  a  soul  possessed 
of  many  faculties,  cannot  become  one  ;    but,  in  so  far  as  he 
keeps  his  body  subject  to  his  soul,  and  the  faculties  of  his  soul 
subject  to  his  reason,  he  realizes  such  unity  as   his   nature 
admits  of,— a  unity,  that  is,  made  up  of  divers  elements,  and 
which  manifests  itself  in  the  midst  of  multiplicity.      And  thus 
Plato  could  say,  following  another  Pythagorean  maxim,  "Virtue 
is  a  harmony,  and  the  wise  man  is  a  musician." 

Virtue  brings  happiness  in  its  train  {Eep.  I,  354  a),  because 
virtue  is  the  natural  good  of  the  soul.  The  just  man  is 
always  happy.  No  doubt  he  is  exposed  to  the  blows  of 
fortune— he  may  be  shamefully  treated  by  his  friends;  he 
may,  as  the  victim  of  a  blind  hatred  or  of  a  base  betrayal,  be 
dragged  to  prison  and  scourged;  he  may  find  an  end  to  his 
sufferings  in  death  at  the  stake;  but  "stripped  of  everthing 
except  Justice,"  he  still  possesses  true  happiness  (^Bep.  362  a). 
For  it  is  when  virtue  is  subjected  to  humiliating  insults  that 
she  emerges,  not  only  worthy  of  all  veneration,  but  triumphant. 
And  as  the  just  man  is  happy,  even  on  the  cross,  so  the 
tyrant*  is  miserable  and  hateful,  even  on  his  throne  or  in  the 
midst  of  delights. 

From  the  connection  established  by  Plato  between  virtue 
and  the  Happy  Life,  there  follows,  as  a  consequence,  a 
doctrine  which  appears  to  us  startling,  and  not  at  all  in 
harmony  with  the  Greek  spirit  :  the  rehabilitation,  and,  as  it 
were,  the  vindication  of  pain. 
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Our  moral  ofifences  cannot  of  themselves  be  blotted  out. 
Only  by  suffering  punishment  can  we  atone  for  them.  And  from 
this  idea  that  expiation  is  necessary,  follows  that  of  suffering 
as  justified.  Pain  is  not  an  evil  ;  the  greatest  of  all  evils,  on  the 
contrary,  would  be  not  to  suffer  the  punishment  our  offences 
deserve  ;  and  hence,  far  from  fearing  punishment,  we  should 
desire  it  and  even  seek  it.  If  we  have  a  friend  who  is  guilty 
of  a  crime,  our  love  for  him  commands  us  to  drag  him  by 
force  before  the  tribunal,  to  denounce  him  before  the  Judge,  to 
demand  and  obtain  his  condemnation.  We  must  see  that  he 
pays  the  penalty  of  his  crime,  and  that  in  this  way  he  is 
reconciled  to  the  Good.  And  with  still  more  reason  we 
should  exercise  the  utmost  severity  in  dealing  with  ourselves. 

"  And  if  he,  oi*  any  one  about  whom  he  cares,  does  wrong,  he  ought  of 
his  own  account  to  go  where  he  will  be  immediately  punished  ;  he  will 
run  to  the  judge  as  he  would  to  the  physician.  .  .  .  He  should  even 
force  himself  and  otheis  not  to  shrink,  but  with  closed  eyes,  like 
brave  men,  to  let  the  physician  operate  with  knife  or  searing  iron,  not 
regarding  the  pain,  in  the  hope  of  attaining  the  good  and  the  honourable. 
Let  him  who  has  done  things  worthy  of  stripes  allow  himself  to  be 
scourged,  if  of  bonds  to  be  bound,  if  of  a  fine  to  be  fined,  if  of  exile  to  be 
exiled,  if  of  death  to  die,  himself  being  the  first  to  accuse  himself  and  his 
own  relations,  and  using  rhetoric  to  this  end,  that  his  and  their  unjust 
actions  may  be  made  manifest,  and  that  they  themselves  may  be  delivered 
from  injustice,  which  is  the  greatest  evil.  Then,  Polus,  rhetoric  would 
indeed  be  useful  "  {Gorgias^  480). 

How  did  so  novel  a  theory  suggest  itself  to  Plato  ?  It 
w^ould  seem  that  the  philosopher,  in  giving  to  it  an  ethical 
meaning,  had  purified  and  refined  the  idea  of  expiation  which 
plays  so  important  a  part  in  Greek  mythology  {e.y.  the  legends 
of  Oedipus,  Orestes,  Nemesis),  and  that  out  of  a  gross  supersti- 
tion he  had  brought  forth  the  Christian  doctrine  of  expiation 
by  suffering. 

When  he  represented  the  relation  of  virtue  and  happi- 
ness as  necessary,  Plato  did  not  mean  that  this  relation 
is  to  be  established  some  day  in  another  life.  He  held  that 
it  must  always  be,  and  that  it  therefore  exists  actually,  at  the 
present  moment.  Moreover,  even  if  the  good  man  were  to  re- 
gard faith  in  a  future  life  as  only  a  "splendid  possibility"  (koXoç 
KivSvvoç)  he  would  still,  like  Socrates,  face  death  in  a  calm,  serene 
spirit,  without  murmuring  against  either  justice  or  the  gods. 


Aristotle  :    The   Moral  Law  ;    Virtue  and  Happiness  ;    The 
Virtues  ;  Justice  and  Friendship  ;   The  Contemplative  Life, 

''  "  Indubitably,  Plato  the  Athenian  was  a  true  Greek,  but 
added  to,  and  mixed  with  the  national  qualities  so  conspicuous 
in  him,  there  was,  one  might  almost  say,  something  Christian  in 
his  manner  of  thinking  and  speaking.  Aristotle,  on  the  other 
hand,  represents  with  singular  exactness  the  genius  of  ancient 
Greece.  No  other  moralist  has  given  us  an  ideal  picture, 
drawn  from  life,  in  which  what  is  most  profound  and  most 
enduring  in  the  Greek  mind  is  so  happily  expressed  "  (Ollë- 
Laprune,  Morale  d'Aristote,  pp.  67-69).  The  idea  of  moderation, 
of  harmonious  activity,  of  happiness  through  reason  {Kara  top 
opOov  \6yov),  of  fitness,  and  of  beauty  (to  koXov),  prevail 
throughout  all  Aristotle's  speculations  on  the  moral  life. 

Practical  reason  (cppovrja-iç)  differs  from  wisdom  {a-ocpla). 
Ethical  questions  do  not  admit  of  mathematical  exact- 
ness. We  must  not  expect  equal  accuracy  in  all  branches 
of  knowledge,  to  yap  aKpi/Bèç  ovy^  ojuLolœç  ev  âiracn  toîç  Xoyoïç 
eiril^rjTrjTeov  (1094,  B.  12),  but  only  to  the  extent  the  subject 
studied  admits  of  :  TreTraiSevfxévov  yap  ccttlv  eiri  toctovtov 
TaKpi/Seç  eirijÇnTdv  KaO'  cKacTTOv  yévoç  icp'  oorov  rj  tov  irpayimaTOC 
(pva-iç  eTTiSe-^eTai  "  (24).  In  short,  what  Aristotle  says  con- 
cerning equity  as  contrasted  with  justice,  would  apply  to  the 
whole  of  his  Ethics.  The  rule  of  what  is  indeterminate  must 
itself  be  indeterminate,  tov  yap  aoplarTov  aopia-Toc  Kal  6  Kavwv 
€<mv  {Nic,  Ethics,  Bk.  V,  Ch.  10). 

According  to  Aristotle,  experience  of  life  and  practice  in  doing  good 
actions  produce  in  the  soul  as  it  were  an  eye  which  is  able  at  first  sight  to 
perceive  and  discern  the  true  principles  by  which  our  conduct  should  be 
governed,  the  good  or  evil  in  any  case.  We  should  follow  these  intuitions 
of  our  inner  life  with  the  same  confidence  as  the  principles  of  science. 
"  And  on  this  account  we  ought  to  pay  the  same  respect  to  the  undemon- 
strated  assertions  and  opinions  of  persons  of  age  and  experience  and 
prudence,  as  to  their  demonstrations"  {Nic,  Ethics^  Bk.  VI,  Chap.  11). 

Aristotle  constantly  repeats  that  the  virtuous  man  is  the 
rule  and  measure  of  the  Good  (6  anrovSaïoç  Kavwv  koll  /uLCTpov), 
And  this  rule  is  universal  as  well  as  particular,  for  in  the  case 
of  the  virtuous  man  it  is  not  opinion  that  decides,  but  right 
reason  realized  and  living  in  him.      Being  truly  man,  he  is 
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pleased    with    what    ought    to    please    him,   he    distinguishes 
clearly  the  good  from  the  evil,  he  is  the  rule  and  measure  of 

things. 

Experience  and  practical  reason  show  us  that  the  end  of 
man,  his  supreme  good,  is  happiness  {evSaifiopia).  But  what  is 
happiness  ?  Pleasure  completes  an  action,  is  added  to  it,  as 
"  to  youth  its  bloom."  The  being  which  acts  according  to  its 
nature  finds  pleasure  in  the  very  consciousness  of  its  own  per- 
fection, and  when  of  all  the  actions  of  which  its  nature  renders 
it  capable,  that  being  accomplishes  the  highest  and  the  most 
essential  to  that  nature,  then  it  tastes  of  the  purest  and  most 
intense  joy  (api(TTov  yap  koi  iiSia-rov).  Now  virtue  for  any 
being  consists  in  performing  excellently  its  special  function, 
7ra<ra  àpeTï/  ov  au  ^  aperrj,  to  epyov  avTOv  ev  (nroSlSoùaLv  (Nic. 
Eth.  II,  6),  the  virtue  of  man  consists  in  exercising  most  fully 
the  highest  functions  of  man. 

Thus  happiness  is  Ufe  according  to  virtue,  and  according 
to   the    most  perfect  virtue.      Nature  actual  and    ideal,   the 
End  and   the  Good,  Virtue   and   Happiness,  these   terms  all 
imply    and    explain    each    other.      It    is    in    this    sense  that 
happiness  is  the  principle  of  all  human  action  (to  apiarTov), 
the  end  for  whose  sake  everything  else  is  willed,  and  which  is 
'  itself  willed  for  its  own  sake  only,  to  kuO'  avTo  alpeTov  (1199 
a  33).     So  far  everything  is  clear.     Happiness  comes  from  per- 
'  fection  and  is  identical  with  virtue.    But  Aristotle,  taking  into 
account  the   conditions  of   human  life,  affirms  that  external 
goods   (ra   €kto^   ayada)    are    necessary   to  happiness.      The 
virtuous  man  may  despise  ordinary  misfortunes,  which  are  to 
him  only  an   opportunity  for  displaying  his  courage,  but  mis- 
fortunes such  as  those  of  Priam,  without  making  him  absolutely 
miserable  (aOX(oç),  still  prevent  him  from  being  quite  happy 
(iuLaKdpioç).    To  be  complete,  happiness  requires  that  the  favour 
of  the  gods  be  added  to  merit.      In  order  that  there  may  be 
nothing  more  that  he  could  desire,  a  man  must  taste  of  the  joys 
of  friendship,  and  of  family  affection  ;  he  must  have  political 
power,  wealth,  high  birth,  beauty  ;  in  short  he  must  lack  none 
of  those  useful  accessories   which   are    the  ornament  of  life. 
This   does  not  mean   that  we   cannot   be   happy  without  all 
"  these  advantages.     The   pursuit  of  happiness  entails,  on  the 
contrary,  many  sacrifices  to  .which  reason  consents  ;  but  so  long 


as  those  conditions  of  which  fortune  disposes  remain  unfulfilled, 
there  is  still  something  wanting. 

If  our  happiness  depends  in  part  on  fortune,  it  would  seem 
that  virtue,  which  is  a  habit  whose  principle  is  in  the  will, 
ought  to  be  more  independent  and  more  clearly  defined.  But 
virtue  itself  is  no  more  than  a  means  of  attaining  happiness, 
and  therefore  it  has  no  intrinsic,  or  unconditional  value.  It 
is,  moreover,  relative  to  the  agent,  and  varies  with  the  indi- 
vidual. This  follows  from  its  very  definition  ;  it  consists  in 
"  finding  pleasure  and  pain  in  the  right  objects  "  (Nic.  Eth.  II, 
3).  It  is  the  habit  of  behaving,  with  regard  to  the  passions,  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  avoid  all  excess,  and  always  to  observe 
the  due  mean  (to  /mecrov)  :  courage,  for  instance,  consists  in 
keeping  at  an  equal  distance  from  the  two  extremes  of 
cowardice  and  temerity.  "  And  the  mean  with  which  we  are 
here  concerned  varies  in  different  individuals.  If  ten  pounds 
of  food  is  too  much  for  a  given  man  to  eat,  and  two  pounds  too 
little,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  trainer  will  order  him  six 
pounds,  for  that  also  may  be  too  much  for  the  man  in  question 
or  too  little  ;  too  little  for  Milo,  too  much  for  the  beginner  " 
(Mc.  Ethics,  II,  6).  Moral  obligations  are  not  the  same  for 
every  one.  "  Temperance  {(rwcppoa-vvrj)  is  not  the  same  for 
woman  as  for  man  "  {Polit.  Ill,  4). 

But  does  not  ,virtue,  once  it  is  determined  by  the  particular 
nature  of  the  agent,  at  least  depend  exclusively  on  the  will  of 
the  latter  ?  One  might  be  inclined  to  think  so,  remembering 
that  the  peculiar  and  essential  characteristic  of  virtue  is  that 
it  involves  free  choice,  intention  or  preference  (-Trpoaipea-iç). 
But  while  he  asserts  that  the  honour  or  merit  of  virtue  belongs 
to  the  will,  Aristotle  is  far  from  holding  that  volition  alone 
is  of  consequence,  and  that  the  action  is  accessory  or  unimpor- 
tant. According  to  Aristotle,  the  whole  of  morality  consists 
in  willing  to  observe  in  all  things  the  due  mean,  and  in  actitally 
observing  it.  We  see  that  in  this  way  Aristotle  leaves  man  at 
the  mercy  of  external  circumstances.  "  To  be  liberal  one  must 
have  something  to  give,  to  be  just  one  must  be  able  to  requite 
those  who  have  done  us  good,  etc." 

Nor  is  this  all  :  virtue  can  only  develop  in   the  state.      It  ^ 
«is  a  law  of  nature  that  man  -only  becomes  virtuous  amongst 
his  fellows.     To  sum  up  :  virtue,  which,  by  definition,  is  relative 
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and  contingent,  since  it  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  individual, 
is  further  subject  to  two  kinds  of  conditions:  the  accidental 
conditions  of  fortune,  and  the  better  defined  and  less  unstable 
conditions  of  the  state. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  examine  in  detail  the  virtues  that  are 
enumerated  and  described  in  the  Nicomachean  Ethics.  But 
among  those  which  Aristotle  honours  with  an  analysis  we  must 
note  certain  exceptional  virtues  which  are  altogether  Greek  and 
aristocratic,  such  as  Liberality  {Nic.  Eth.  IV,  1)  and  Magnifi- 
cence {Ihid.  IV,  2)  which  are  reserved  for  the  wealthy  ;  for 
they  consist,  the  one  in  making  good  use  of  money  in  general, 
the  other  in  the  right  use  of  a  large  fortune.  Magnanimity  is 
a  still  more  exclusive  virtue,  for,  besides  high  birth,  it  implies 
a  great  soul,  a  cultivated  mind,  superior  talents,  in  a  word, 
everything  that  would  justify  the  highest  ambition. 

The  fact  that  Aristotle  makes  a  virtue  of  political  capacity 
and  of  the  right  use  of  wealth,  shows  sufficiently  the  character 
of  his  ethics.  The  ideal  which  he  proposes  is  not  an  abstract 
ideal,  or  one  that  appears  in  violent  contrast  with  the  customs 
of  his  time.  It  is  an  ideal,  born,  so  to  speak,  of  what  was 
actual,  in  harmony  with  Greek  life  and  adapted  to  its  form  of 
iiovernment  and  classes  of  society.  The  virtues  of  which 
he  makes  the  most  exhaustive  study  are  accordingly  the  virtues 
of  social  life  :  justice  and  friendship. 

The  beauty  of  justice  he  extols  in  the  following  words  : 
"  Neither  evening  nor  morning  star  is  so  lovely  "  {Nic.  Ethics, 
V,  1).  He  adds  that,  according  to  the  poet  Theognis,  justice 
includes  all  the  other  virtues,  for  it  is  in  truth  "  a  good  to 
another,"  aXKoTpiov  ayaSov.  Everything  that  tends  to  pro- 
duce prosperity  in  civil  life,  or  to  increase  it,  belongs  to  justice; 
and  since  everything  that  concerns  morality  is  part  of  the 
social  order,  that  which  virtue  requires  is  also  ordered  by  the 
law.  Between  the  political  and  the  moral  life  there  is  not 
only  interdependence,  but  a  perfect  analogy. 

But  Aristotle  also  gives  the  name  of  justice  {Ihid.  V,  2,  3)  to 
a  special  virtue,  which  consists  in  observing  equality,  either  in 
the  distribution  of  honours,  wealth,  etc.,  or  in  exchange,  in  social 
transactions  (selling,  buying,  lending,  salaries,  etc.),  and  the 
repression  of  legal  offences  and  crimes.  In  this  second  case,  all 
that  justice  demands  is  that  the  things  exchanged  be  strictly 


equal  in  value,  that  the  punishment  be  exactly  proportioned 
to  the  wrong.  But  in  the  former  case  justice  is  not  so  easily 
satisfied  ;  it  demands  that  the  merit  of  persons  be  taken  into 
account,  as  well  as  the  value  of  things.  Aristotle  states  in 
mathematical  terms  the  different  rules  belonging  to  these  two 
kinds  of  justice.  Distributive  justice  has  for  its  symbol  Geome- 
trical proportion,  while  the  rule  of  exchange  and  of  penalties 
is  represented  by  Arithmetical  proportion. 

Aristotle  pays  particular  attention  to  political  virtue,  and 
divides  it  into  legal  justice,  which  is  conventional  and  variable, 
and  natural  justice,  which  depends  neither  on  the  decrees  nor  on 
the  opinions  of  men,  but  has  the  characteristic  of  being 
universal  and  immutable.  On  this  important  distinction  is 
based  the  theory  of  equity,  which  consists  in  appealing  to 
natural  law  against  the  severities  and  injustices  of  conventional 
law. 

"Though  what  is  equitable  (to  cVtctKeç)  is  just,  it  is  not  identical  with, 
but  a  correction  of  that  which  is  just  according  to  law,  iiravopOuifia 
vofiLiiov  SiKaiov.  The  reason  of  this  is,  that  every  law  is  laid  dowm  in 
general  terms  .  .  .  and  the  essence  of  what  is  equitable  is  that  it  is  an 
amendment  of  the  law,  in  those  points  where  it  fails  through  the  generality 
of  its  language  "  (Nic.  Eth,  V,  10). 

Aristotle  compares  equity  to  the  Lesbian  leaden  rule,  which, 
following  the  outline  of  the  stone,  gives  a  more  exact  measure 
than  the  iron  rule,  which  is  the  symbol  of  mere  legal  justice. 

By  means  of  justice  good  order  is  established  in  the  State, 
but  friendship  brings  about  the  true  union  of  the  citizens. 
Friendship  may  be  extended  to  all  men,  and  it  then  becomes 
philanthropy  ((fyiXavOpœTrla),  Thus  understood,  it  involves 
justice  and  surpasses  it. 

"  Friendship  is  the  bond  that  holds  States  together.  ...  If  citizens  be 
friends,  they  have  no  need  of  justice,  but  though  they  be  just,  they  need 
friendship  or  love  also  ;  indeed,  the  completes!  realization  of  justice  seems 
to  be  the  realization  of  friendship  or  love  also"  (tidv  SiKatoiv  rh  fxakia-ra 
(I)l\lkov  €LvaL  8oK€i)  {Nic.  Ethics,  VIII,  1). 

Nowhere  does  Aristotle's  identification  of  politics  and  ethics, 
of  social  and  private  virtue,  appear  more  clearly  than  in  his 
theory  of  friendship.  He  upholds,  for  example,  in  friendship, 
the  rules  of  an  uncompromising  justice,  in  which  the  virtues  of 
both  parties  are  strictly  taken  into  account.     Of  two  friends 
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the  better  man  should  be  loved  more  than  he  loves.  The 
rights  of  moral  superiority  must  be  maintained.  .  True  friend- 
ship has  its  origin  neither  in  pleasure  nor  in  interest,  but 
in  virtue.  Among  men  we  love  those  who  are  good,  and  we 
love  them  because  of  their  goodness.  Consequently  the  only 
true  friends  are  good  men,  who  become  united  with  the  sole 
ol^ject  of  becoming  better,  and  hence  more  lovable.  In  fact,  in 
friendship  as  in  virtue  disinterestedness  is  the  essential  feature. 
Aristotle  speaks  with  contempt  of  those  friendships  which  are 
made  and  unmade  with  a  view  to  advantage.  Such  are  the 
friendships  formed  by  politicians  and  the  aged.  The  kind  of 
friendship  he  holds  up  as  a  model,  is  that  of  a  benefactor  or  a 
mother's  love.  He  would  have  us  love  our  friend  for  his  own 
sake,  and  love  him  like  ourselves  (erepoç  yap  avroç  6  cptXoç 
ia-Ti,  Nie.  Ethics,  IX,  9).  In  short,  he  makes  the  perfection  of 
friendship  consist  in  loving  rather  than  in  being  loved  {^okcI  S' 
rj  (j)i\ia  €v  rœ  (piXeîv  /jiàWov  r]  ev  rœ  (piXeîaOai,  Nie.  Ethics, 
VIII,  8). 

The  object  of  practical  life  is  not  the  absolute  good,  but  a 
particular  or  determinate  good  (oikcIop  epyov  irpaKTov  ayaOov), 
the  crood  that  is  conformable  to  the  nature  of  man  ;  but  the  life 
of  contemplation  gives  us  that  perfect  happiness,  which  tran- 
scends our  sensible  nature,  and  belongs  to  God  alone.  In 
contrast  with  the  intellectual  virtues,  the  moral  and  political 
virtues  fade  into  insignificance,  for  their  worth  is  not  in  them- 
selves; they  are  only  the  auxiliaries  of  wisdom.  By  subjecting 
the  soul  to  reason,  they  prepare  the  way  for  the  divine  life. 

"  As  the  steward  of  a  great  house  looks  after  everything  in  it,  orders 
everything,  so  that  the  management  of  domestic  affairs  may  not  prevent 
the  master  from  attending  to  his  duties  as  a  citizen  ;  so  does  prudence,  by 
restraining  and  controlling  the  passions,  secure  for  wisdom  the  leisure  she 
requires  in  order  to  perfoira  her  own  functions"  {Magna  Moralia,  1, 
XXXV,  11986  12). 

Moreover,  wisdom,  once  it  is  born  in  us,  is  self-sufficient. 
The  wise  man  need  not  go  outside  himself  to  seek  happiness. 
He  finds  it  in  his  own  contemplation  ;  and  if  political  life  still 
has  any  attraction  for  him,  it  is  solely  because  he  may  be  able 
to  make  others  share  in  his  thoughts.  He  need  not  even 
practise  the  moral  virtues  any  longer.  He  has  only  to  develop 
within  himself  eternal  and  divine  reason. 
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«Nevertheless,  instead  of  listening  to  those  who  advise  us,  as  men  and 
mortals,  not  to  lift  our  thoughts  above  what  is  human  and  mortal,  we 
ought  rather,  as  far  as  possible,  to  put  off  our  mortality  "  :  €<^'  oa-ov  evScxcrat 
a^avaxifctv  {Nic.  Ethics^  X,  7). 

But  how  can  we  enter  into  the  divine  life  ?  God  is  blessed 
in  Himself  and  in  virtue  of  His  nature.  He  is  at  once  pure 
intelligence  and  pure  actuality;  He  is  eternal  thought,  which 
finds  its  eternal  object  in  itself.  Our  nature  does  not  itself 
provide  all  that  is  necessary  for  contemplation  (ov  yap 
a^rrapKm  h  (p^^riç  irpoç  to  Oeœpeïv).  As  human  beings, 
we  need  external  goods  (Nic.  Eth.  X,  8).  Our  passions 
are  an  obstacle  to  perfect  happiness,  which  lies  in  in- 
telligence alone.  We  have  then  first  to  fight  against  our 
sensible  nature;  and  for  this  we  employ  the  moral  virtues. 
But  as  it  is  by  reason  that  we  are  distinguished  from  all  other 
beings,  so  also  in  reason  is  found  that  happiness  which  is  truly 
human,  although  modelled  on  the  divine  felicity. 

"Happiness,  then,  extends  just  as  far  as  contemplation,  and  the  more 
contemplation,  the  more  happiness  is  there  in  a  life— not  accidentally,  but 
as  a  necessary  accompaniment  of  contemplation  ;  for  contemplation  is 
precious  in  itself  "  {Ibid.). 

But  could  Aristotle  represent  the  moral  end,  now  as  human 
happiness,  and  now  as  divine  blessedness  ?  Could  he,  without 
contradiction,  declare,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  virtuous  man 
is  the  measure  of  virtue,  and,  on  the  other,  that  virtue  consists 
in  making  one's  self  immortal?  Certainly  he  could,  for  to 
him  prudence  (cj^povtjcriç)  already  implies  reason,  moral  life 
being  thus  the  promise  and  manifestation  of  the  intellectual 
or  divine  life  (o  Kara  top  vovv  /3/oç).  It  is  true  that  there  is 
in  each  of  us  a  beast  and  a  god,  but  the  aspirations  of 
the  beast  tend  to  nothing  less  than  oneness  with  the  thoughts 
of  God.  Prudence  is  not  different  in  nature  from  reason 
(podç).  Man  possesses  prudence  naturally,  he  advances 
willingly  towards  reason,  and,  leaving  his  animal  nature,  he 
ascends  to  God.  The  entrance  into  immortality  is  the  glorious 
goal  of  his  moral  life.  From  action  to  contemplation  there 
is  no  abrupt  transition,  but  a  gradual  ascent,  a  continuous 
aspiration.  And  so  without  inconsistency  the  practical  and 
the  speculative  life  may  be  said  to  become  one. 
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Character  of  Post- Aristotelian  Ethics  :   Individualism. 

Post-Aristotelian  philosophy  is  characterized  by  the  sub- 
servience of  every  branch  of  investigation  to  ethical  ends. 
Human  thought  seems,  at  the  time  of  Zeno  and  Epicurus,  to 
free  itself  from  metaphysical  speculation,  just  as  at  the  time  of 
Socrates  it  had  lost  all  interest  in  hypotheses  as  to  the  origin 
of  the  material  world. 

At  the  same  time,  the  revolution  that  had  already  taken 
place  in  the  practical  sphere  being  transferred  into  the  world 
of  thought,  man's  individual  life  was  now  conceived  as  having 
an  intrinsic  value,  and  consequently  a  destiny  and  an  aim 
other   than    the   performance   of   his   functions    in   the    state. 

^  While  Plato  could  find  consolation  for  the  unhappiness  of  the 
citizens  in  the  thought  that  the  state  is  happy,  while  Aristotle 
makes  so  little  distinction  between  political  and  moral  life 
that  he  regards  happiness,  if  not  virtue  itself,  as  the  special 
privilege  of  the  free,  Epicurus,  like  Zeno,  places  the  end  of 
man  in  man  himself,  frees  him  morally  from  his  obligations 
to  the  state,  and  finds  a  use  for  his  life  even  when  the 
political  career  is  closed  to  him.  Thus,  from  the  advent  of 
Epicureanism  and  of  Stoicism,  there  dates  a  new  period  in 
philosophy,   that    in   which    the   individualistic   conception   is 

^introduced  into  ethics. 

The  Precursors  of  Epicur^is  :   the  Cyrenaics. 

But,  as  it  is  in  the  nature  of  ethical  doctrines  not  to  belong 
to  any  exact  date,  and  often  to  be  in  advance  of  the  historical 
facts  with  which  we  connect  them,  there  is  nothing  surprising 
in  the  fact  that  an  immediate  follower  of  Socrates,  Aristippus 
of  Cyrene,  should  be  the  forerunner  of  Epicurus.  Aristippus 
starts  from  the  Socratic  principle  that  happiness  is  the  end  of 
man.  He  makes  happiness  consist  in  pleasure,  and  in  any 
kind  of  pleasure,  provided  it  is  present,  and  hence  felt  ;  but  he 
does  not  adhere  to  this  gross  conception,  which  would  be  the 
negation  of  all  morality.  He  adds,  as  corrective,  this  important 
rule,  that  in  the  midst  of  pleasure  man  should  preserve  in- 
ternal freedom,  maintain  possession  of  himself.  Thus  he  says 
of  himself,  "  I  possess  Lais  and  am  not  possessed  by  her,"  e;^» 
Ka\  ovK  €')(piJ.ai.  Theodorus  the  Atheist,  a  disciple  of  Aristippus, 
finds  this  internal  liberty  of  which  Aristippus  speaks,  in  in- 


dependence and  intellectual  boldness.  In  ethics,  as  well  as  in 
religion,  he  professed  opinions  which  would  justify  his  double 
name  of  adeoç  and  Spao-vraroç  (D.L.  II.  116).  Taking  the  con- 
sequences of  an  action  as  the  measure  of  its  worth,  he  held 
that  robbery,  sacrilege,  adultery  could,  in  certain  cases,  be 
permitted  ;  thus  he  did  not  shrink  from  the  most  extreme 
consequences  of  Hedonism. 

A  more  surprising  consequence  of  the  development  of  this 
same  doctrine  is  the  pessimism  of  one  of  the  last  of  the 
Cyrenaics,  Hegesias  (300  B.c.),  surnamed  "the  advocate  of  death" 
(7r€i<riOdvaToç).  If  pleasure  is  a  fleeting  thing  that  cannot 
be  seized,  how  can  we  set  it  up  as  an  end  ?  How  are  we  to 
avoid  the  disgust  and  satiety  that  we  find  in  it  ?  We  make 
pleasure  the  object  of  life,  but  who  can  fail  to  see  that  this 
object  will  never  be  attained  ?  The  inference  is  that  we  must 
renounce  life,  which  is  the  source  of  every  kind  of  illusion. 
Strange  result  of  a  philosophy  of  pleasure  ! 

Epicurus:  Definition  of  Pleasure;  Pleasures  of  the  Mind; 
Theory  of  the  Desires  ;    Virtue. 

Epicurus  sought  to  free  man  from  the  yoke  of  passion,  and 
the  tyranny  of  the  gods,  and  to  give  him  "  that  impenetrable 
rampart  of  liberty  of  heart  which  nothing  can  force  "  (Fenelon). 
In  order  to  take  away  the  government  of  the  world  from  the 
gods,  a  materialistic  system  of  physics  was  needed,  and  this 
physical  system  involved  an  empirical  logic.  Thus  the  whole 
Epicurean  philosophy  is  constructed  with  a  view  to  their 
ethics,  for  which  it  prepares  the  way,  and  which  completes  it. 

By  the  doctrine  of  Atomism,  man  is  delivered  from  the 
chimeras  of  superstition — the  fear  of  death,  the  fear  of  hell, 
the  fear  of  the  gods.  This  is  the  threefold  chain  broken  by 
the  Epicurean  physics.  The  gratitude  of  the  disciples  of 
Epicurus  (for  they  almost  adored  him  as  a  redeemer),  their 
cult  of  the  master's  memory  (charms,  rites,  etc.),  show  with 
how  strange  an  oppression  the  ancient  superstition  had  weighed 
upon  them  (see  Martha,  The  poem  of  Lucretius). 

When  the  mind  has  been  purified  by  the  principles  of 
physics,  the  initiation  into  the  deepest  mysteries  of  Epicurean 
ethics  may  commence.  The  gods  are  so  far  away  that  it  is 
only  seldom  that  some  simulacrum,  escaping  from  their  glorious 
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bodies,  traverses  space,  and  reveals  to  us  their  existence. 
Nature,  left  to  herself  by  the  gods,  is  all  that  man  has  to 
deal  with.  What  then  in  nature  is  the  supreme  good  which  he 
should  aim  at  ?  Like  Aristippus,  Epicurus  replies,  "  Pleasure." 
For  has  not  the  canonic  proved  that  the  affections  (ra  wdOn), 
the  impressions,  that  is,  of  pleasure  or  pain,  are  the  only  means 
we  have  of  distinguishing  good  from  evil,  of  knowing  what 
is  to  be  desired  and  feared,  to  be  sought  and  avoided  ? 

In  the  second  place,  observation  shows  that  all  animals, 
from  the  moment  of  their  birth,  seek  pleasure  and  avoid  pain. 
This,  then,  is  the  first  principle  of  Epicurean  ethics:  Avoid  pain; 
'-^  seek  pleasure.  The  next  question  is.  What  is  pleasure  ?  We 
have  to  distinguish  two  kinds  of  pleasure  ;  the  first,  passive 
pleasure,  is  calm  and  enduring;  the  other,  active  pleasure,  is 
lively,  rapid,  fleeting.  The  first  is  the  freedom  from  all  pain, 
all  anxiety  ;  the  second  is  excited  in  us  by  a  titillation  of  the 
senses,  and  invites  us  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  the  body.  What 
it  requires  is  the  tranquil  sense  of  enjoyment  that  results 
from  the  performance  of  all  one's  functions.  It  is  the  state  of 
comfortable  existence  which  good  health  produces.  Not  to 
suffer  in  body,  to  be  untroubled  in  mind,  these  are  the  two 
conditions  of  happiness.  The  pleasures  of  the  body,  which 
are  always  mixed  with  uneasiness  and  feverishness,  only 
remove  want,  and  prepare  the  way  for  the  true  pleasure, 
which   consists   in   the   peaceful   slumbering   of   all   pain   and 

of  all  passion. 

The  pleasures  of  the  soul  are  a  thousand  times  more  precious 
than  those  of  the  body,  for  the  body  is  only  affected  by  the 
present  impression,  but  the  mind  enjoys  the  present,  the  past, 
s  and  the  future.  We  must  not,  however,  mistake  the  sense  of 
this  teaching.  As  anticipation  (irpoXrjy^iç)  implies  the  remem- 
brance of  past  sensations,  the  pleasure  of  the  mind  is  in  reality 
the  renewal  in  memory  of  sensible  pleasures  accompanied  by 
the  hope  that  they  will  be  experienced  again. 

"  '  For  I  do  not  know  what  I  can  consider  good,'  Epicurus  said,  '  if  I 
put  out  of  sight  the  pleasures  of  eating  and  drinking,  of  hearing  and 
seeing,  and  of  love'»  (D.L.  x,  6).  "Metrodorus,  the  sage  colleague  of 
Epicurus,  blamed  his  brother  Timocrates  because  he  would  not  allow 
that  everything  which  had  any  reference  to  a  happy  life  was  to  be 
measured  by  the  belly"  (Cic.  De  Natura  Deorum,  I,  40,  113). 


The  rôle  of  the  mind  is  to  anticipate  the  pleasure  that  is 
to  come  and  to  preserve  past  pleasure.  The  mind  soars 
above  present,  actual  pain,  and  remains  in  a  contented 
state,  knowing  that  the  good  moments  of  life  are  more 
numerous  than  the  bad,  and  remembering  all  the  pleasure  it 
has  experienced,  or  may  possibly  experience.  In  this  way  it 
can  escape  from  the  present,  and  enjoy  life  as  a  whole,  and 
this  is  an  enjoyment  that  cannot  be  taken  from  us.  Epicurus 
also  advises  us  not  to  think  of  future  evil.  An  evil  does  not 
become  less  by  being  thought  on,  and  it  is  a  foolish  {stulta) 
meditation  that  dwells  on  a  future  evil  which  may  never  come 
to  pass.  "  Calamitosus  est  animus  futuri  anxius  et  ante  miserias 
miser"  {apud  Sen.). 

There  is  an  analogy  here  between  the  doctrines  of  Epicurus 
and  those  of  Zeno.  Zeno  does  not  find  the  good  in  particular 
acts,  but  in  the  harmony  of  the  whole  life.  Similarly,  for 
Epicurus,  bodily  enjoyments  are  only  the  material  of  the  good, 
which  itself  consists  in  reflection  upon  pleasures.  The  reflec- 
tion of  Epicurus,  like  the  will  of  the  Stoic,  overcame  the 
limitations  of  time.  By  staying  itself  on  the  memory  and  on  the 
hope  of  a  happier  state,  it  is  able  to  offer  adequate  resistance 
to  the  present  evil.  The  analogy  is,  however,  not  complete, 
for  with  the  Stoics  the  object  of  the  will  is  duty,  while  with  the 
Epicureans  it  is  pleasure. 

But  it  is  not  enough  to  know  that  true  happiness  consists 
in  freedom  from  pain  and  in  peace  of  mind.  We  must  seek 
and  find  the  means  of  realizing  this  ideal.  The  swerving 
of  the  atoms  becomes  free  will  in  man,  and  it  depends  on 
ourselves  alone  whether  our  lives  are  shaped  after  the  model 
of  those  of  the  gods,  and  imitate  the  serenity  of  their 
blessed  existence.  "  Better  be  still  in  the  trammels  of  the 
common  superstitions  concerning  the  gods,  than  bound  by  the 
fatalism  of  physicists.  One  might  still  hope  to  move  the  gods 
to  pity,  but  necessity  is  inexorable."  In  order  to  attain  this 
wisdom  which  is  so  precious,  we  must  discover  exactly  what  it 
is  that  nature  demands,  which  are  the  desires  the  satisfaction 
of  which  is  a  law  of  nature  ratified  by  pain.  To  this  question 
Epicurus  replies  by  his  theory  of  the  desires. 

There  are,  in  the  first  place,  desires  that  are  natural  and 
necessary.      These  are  easily  satisfied.      "  Are  not  bread  and 
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water  an  excellent  repast  when  one  is  hungry  and  thirsty  ?  " 
But  we  have  to  remember  that  carnal  pleasure  is  merely  a 
means  to  an  end,  that  it  disappears  as  soon  as  the  pain  caused 
by  the  want  has  ceased,  that  to  attempt  to  prolong  it  is  a 
folly  which  would  be  certain  to  result  in  pain  ;  and  we  should 
recognize  the  benevolence  of  nature  in  that  she  demands  so 
little.  Then  there  are  desires  that  are  natural  but  not 
necessary:  the  instinct  of  reproduction,  the  love  of  parents 
for  their  children.  These  desires  are  indeed  natural,  since  all 
animals  share  them,  but  the  wise  man  has  no  difficulty  in 
freeing  himself  from  them.  Mamage  and  paternity  bring  so 
many  cares  that  it  is  more  prudent  to  avoid  them.  Lastly, 
natural  appetites,  when  they  become  depraved,  give  rise  to 
superfluous  desires.  We  long  for  wealth,  power,  rank,  fame, 
and  we  aspire  to  reform  men  and  to  rule  the  state  ;  as  if  true 
riches  were  not  the  suppression  of  cupidity,  and  as  if  man 
had  not  enough  to  do  in  governing  himself. 

"  I  never  had  any  ambition  to  please  the  people,  for  the  things  that 
I  am  concerned  to  know,  they  dislike  ;  and  what  they  like,  I  know  not  " 
{ap.  Sen.  Ep.  XXIX,  10). 

Since  the  pursuit  of  pleasure  is  the  supreme  law,  virtue  has, 
in  itself,  no  worth.  The  good  and  the  beautiful  are  nothing 
without  the  useful  and  the  agreeable.  Apart  from  pleasure  all 
the  virtues  taken  together  are  not  worth  a  brass  counter  (Plut. 
Adv.  Col.  Ch.  30). 

Nevertheless,  just  as  the  art  of  medicine  is  practised,  not  for 
its  own  sake,  but  for  the  good  health  which  it  procures,  so  we 
must  practise  virtue  not  for  itself,  but  because  of  the  happiness 
which  it  alone  can  insure  to  us.  It  is  prudence  that  teaches 
us  to  discern  the  true  and  the  false  goods,  while  temperance 
makes  us  resist  the  assaults  of  apparent  pleasures,  and  attain 
the  supreme  delight.  And  if  this  virtue  is  good,  it  is  not 
because  it  purifies  the  mind,  but  because  it  secures  for  us 
more  lasting  joys.  It  is  the  same  with  courage,  which 
makes  us  bear  present  pain  and  procures  more  precious  goods 
in  the  future  ;  and  with  justice,  which  is  a  refined  form  of 
egoism,  a  mere  convention,  by  which  we  agree  not  to  attack 
our  fellow  creatures,  in  order  thereby  to  avoid  violence  on 
their  part.     There  is  nothing  mysterious  in  the  legal  right  : 
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it  is  founded  on  egoistic  calculation,  and  if  it  has  a  sacred 
character  it  is  on  account  of  its  utility.  The  moment  a  law 
loses  its  utility  it  loses  its  title  to  respect,  in  fact  it  ceases  to 

exist. 

The  desire  for  absolute  calm,  for  repose  and  silence,  lassitude 
and  disgust  with  every  kind  of  pleasure,  are  the  prevailing 
note  in  the  Epicurean  philosophy.  Never  was  an  ethical 
system  less  voluptuous  and  more  melancholy  than  this  ascetic 
sensualism.  Nihil  admirari,  not  to  be  interested  in,  or  drawn 
to  anything,  to  retire  altogether  into  one's  self,  to  play  as 
small  a  part  in  life  as  possible,  this  is  true  wisdom,  this  is 
the  only  road  to  happiness.  The  ideal  would  even  seem  to  be 
to  reduce  one's  whole  being,  one's  whole  life,  into  a  point  in 
space  and  time,  so  as  to  leave  to  pain  no  hold  or  purchase. 

Antecedents  of  Stoicism. — The  Cynics  ;  Gospel  of  toil  (ttoi/oç). 
Pyrrho  ;  Absolute  Indifference, 

The  Cynic  school  is  a  link  between  the  moral  doctrine  of 
Socrates  and  that  of  Zeno.  Antisthenes  was  a  disciple  of 
Socrates,  Crates  the  Cynic  was  to  be  the  master  of  Zeno.  But 
Antisthenes  was  not  a  faithful  disciple,  for  he  simplified  and 
impoverished  the  doctrines  of  Socrates.  He  separated  Ethics 
from  Metaphysics,  virtue  from  knowledge  ;  the  good,  the  sole 
object  of  his  philosophy,  he  regards  as  a  matter  of  practice 
and  not  of  speculation  or  fine  words.  Virtue,  with  the  Cynics, 
no  longer  depends  on  the  intellect,  but  on  the  will  ;  it  is  moral 
strength,  or  self-control,  and  thus  it  lies  in  action,  in  victorious 
contest.  The  Cynics  offer,  in  opposition  to  the  prejudices  of 
ancient  Greece,  the  apologia  of  toil  and  labour.  The  model 
they  set  up  was  Hercules,  "  the  only  Greek  hero  whose 
exploits  took  the  form  of  labours  "  (Michèle t). 

Thus  Cynicism,  which  has  become  synonymous  with  an 
ethics  of  shamelessness,  was  in  reality  a  form  of  asceticism,  its 
main  principle  being  that  pleasure  is  an  evil,  pain  a  good. 

But  there  is,  in  the  teaching  of  the  Cynics,  a  startling 
discordance  between  their  lofty  premisses  and  the  frequently 
low  and  coarse  nature  of  their  conclusions.  To  the  Cynics 
belongs  the  honour  of  having  laid  down  the  principles  out  of 
which  Stoicism  arose,  but  their  interpretation  of  these 
principles  was  often  contrary  to  all  morality.     Thus  they  threw 
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away  the  merit  of  the  great  conception  that  there  is  no  good 
but  virtue  and  no  evil  but  vice,  and  made  good  fame 
(evSo^la)  "  the  prating  of  fools  "  (Epictetus,  Discourses,  Bk.  I, 
Chap.  24).  In  the  same  way,  in  the  contempt  for  wealth 
which  they  professed,  they  did  not  confine  themselves  to 
praising  temperance,  but  made  this  contempt  the  apologia  of 
poverty  and  a  life  of  mendicancy  (see  Xenophon's  Sym- 
posium). 

While  the  cynic  sage  soars  over  the  prejudices  of  the  state 
and  regards  the  master  and  the  slave  as  equals,  he  fails,  owing 
to  another  prejudice,  to  recognize  the  obligations  of  the  citizen. 
He  flouts  our  first  duty  to  our  country,  which  is  to  defend  it. 
In  derision  Diogenes  rolls  his  tub  about  in  Corinth  when  it  was 
besieged.  When  asked  which  is  his  country,  he  replies,  "  I  am 
a  citizen  of  the  world  "  (Koa-jULO'TroXiTrjç  e^iy,  Diog.  L.  VI,  63). 
Finally,  in  his  anxiety  to  be  independent  and  self-sufficing 
the  Cynic  takes  care  not  to  burden  himself  with  a  family,  and 
regards  marriage  as  a  state  of  slavery. 

What  made  these  paradoxical  doctrines  dangerous  was  that 
they  were  presented  in  the  living  form  of  preaching  and 
example.  Zeller  calls  the  Cynics  the  "  Capuchin  friars  of 
antiquity."  They  were  indeed  mendicant  preachers,  and,  en- 
forcing their  precepts  by  example,  carried  out  all  their  own 
maxims,  not  excepting  the  most  coarse  and  shameless.  They 
said  of  themselves  that  they  were  like  the  choir  masters  who 
sing  a  note  loudly  in  order  to  give  it  to  their  pupils.  Their 
originality  lay  in  their  method  of  teaching,  and  this  also  was 
their  title  to  fame.  Diogenes,  for  instance,  is  still  "  one  of  the 
most  popular  figures  of  ancient  Greece  "  (Zeller). 

Another  strikingly  original  personality  was  that  of  Pyrrho, 
who  may  be  given  a  place  between  Antisthenes  and  Zeno.  He 
had  followed  the  army  of  Alexander,  and  appears  to  have  been 
much  struck  by  the  Indian  mystics.  Pyrrho  despised  logic  and 
science  only  because  he  held  them  to  be  of  no  profit  to  the  soul. 
His  scepticism  was  linked  with  his  ethical  views,  being  in  his 
opinion  a  means  of  attaining  virtue.  "  To  turn  doubt  into  an 
instrument  of  wisdom,  of  moderation,  firmness,  and  happi- 
ness, such  was  Pyrrho's  novel  conception,  the  leading  idea 
in  his  system-"  (Waddington,  Étude  sur  Pyrrhon).  No  doubt 
if  we   were  persuaded  that   there  is  for   us  in   life  neither 
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good  nor  evil  we  should  indeed  become  "  indifferent  to  all 
things,"  and  be  spared  the  humiUation  of  superfluous  desires 
and  miserable  fears.  But  Pyrrho  omitted  to  draw  the 
distinction  made  later  by  the  Stoics  between  false  goods 
(wealth,  honour,  etc.),  which  they,  too,  treated  with  indifference, 
and  the  only  true  good,  which  is  virtue.  "He  used  to  say 
that  nothing  was  honourable  or  disgraceful,  just  or  unjust. 
And  on  the  same  principle,  he  asserted  that  there  was  no  such 
thing  as  downright  truth;  but  that  men  did  everything  in 
consequence  of  custom  and  law.  For  that  nothing  was  more 
this  thing  than  that"  (D.L.  ix). 

Pyrrho  not  only  renounced  happiness,  but  did  not  even 
believe  in  practical  virtue.  Indifference,  which  frees  us  from 
all  passion,  all  desire,  he  held  to  be  wisdom  itself.  We  see  in 
him  a  disillusioned  man,  a  Greek  turned  ascetic. 

The  Stoics:  Nature  and  Will;  Kadmov  and  KaropOœfAa] 
Private  Morality  ;  Wisdom  ;  Social  Morality  ;  Natural  Law  ; 
Cosmopolitanism;    Religious  Morality  ;    Piety  and  Resignation. 

The  maxim  which  the  Stoics  adopted  sums  up  the  ethics  of 
Cynicism  :  "  All  that  is  natural  is  good  "  (Ravaisson),  and 
man  has  only  to  live  in  conformity  with  nature:  Xriv 
6/ijLo\oyoviui€vœç  rtj  (fyvcrei.  They  distinguished,  however,  two 
kinds  of  lives,  one  of  which  is  according  to  nature,  and  the 
other  according  to  reason  ;  but  these  two  are,  and  ought  to  be 
interdependent  and  at  one  with  each  other.  Life  according 
to  nature  is  based,  not  as  Epicurus  taught,  on  pleasure,  but  on 
a  fundamental  instinct  from  which  pleasure  takes  its  rise, 
which  is  the  love  of  a  being  for  itself.  In  the  Stoic  physics, 
animals,  plants,  and  organic  bodies,  severally  form  a  whole 
composed  of  material  parts,  and  bound  together  by  a  force 
{crva-Tacriç,  constitutio). 

The  acts  by  means  of  which  a  being  maintains  its  con- 
stitution are  its  functions  (KaOrJKOvra,  officia),  not  virtues,  but 
duties.  The  function,  or  KaOfJKov  is  merely  an  instinctive  act 
which  corresponds  with  the  needs  of  a  being,  and  thus  serves 
the  ends  of  Nature.  In  itself  it  is  neither  good  nor  bad  ;  it  is 
morally  indifferent.  To  become  a  virtuous  act  (KaropOwfia)  it 
needs  to  be  accomplished  by  reason  of,  and  with  a  view  to  the 
good.    There  is  a  whole  class  of  things  which  are  not  connected 


32 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


with  morality,  and  are  hence  indifferent  {àSidcpopa,  indiferentia). 
Such  are,  for  example,  health  and  riches.  Still,  as  they  assist 
in  the  conservation  or  in  the  development  of  a  being,  they  are 
useful  things,  advantages  (commoda)  if  not  actually  goods,  and 
preferable  (Trporjyjuieva,  potiora)  to  sickness  and  poverty,  which 
are  themselves  not  evils  but  inconveniences  (incommoda)  not 
preferable  and  to  be  avoided.  To  sum  up  :  life  according  to 
nature,  which  is  merely  the  sensible  life  common  to  men  and 
animals,  already  admits  of  regularity  and  order,  but  the 
performance  of  functions  which  is  its  law  is  spontaneous  and 

instinctive. 

What  then  does  this  life  according  to  nature  need  in  order 
to  have  moral  value?  That  it  be  ruled  not  merely  by 
instinct,  but  by  free  will  and  reason.  Let  the  order  amongst 
the  functions  be  desired,  respected,  and  maintained  by  man 
himself,  and  there  will  then  be  room  for  merit  and  virtue.  It 
is  when  human  life,  instead  of  being  the  product  of  a  natural 
spontaneity  becomes  "  a  work  of  art  "  (Eavaisson)  that  morality 
appears.  In  other  words,  conduct  that  is  merely  in  conformity 
with  nature  or  order,  and  is  not  regulated  with  a  view  to 
order,  cannot  be  called  virtuous.  No  doubt  virtue  must  have, 
as  Kant  would  say,  a  Tnatter,  and  this  it  finds  in  the  natural 
functions  ;  but  virtue  proper  lies  in  the  form,  that  is,  in  the  will 
which,  stretching  over  (toi/oç)  all  our  acts,  constitutes  their 
unity  and  their  harmony,  as  the  divine  force  which  extends 
throughout  all  the  elements  constitutes  the  living  unity  of  the 
universe.  The  formalism  that  separates  virtue  and  vice  from 
the  actions  in  which  they  express  themselves,  was  professed  by 
Ariston  of  Chios  alone,  and  in  this  he  breaks  away  from  the 
Stoic  orthodoxy. 

It  is  true  that,  with  the  Stoics,  to  live  according  to  reason 
was  to  live  according  to  nature,  but  the  principle  of  this  life 
in  agreement  with  nature  is  choice,  free  will,  not  a  blind  and 
natural  instinct.  Hence  this  school  had  a  double  tendency  ; 
sometimes  it  was  with  the  will,  with  the  harmony  with  one's 
self,  that  they  were  concerned,  and  then  indifference  was 
exaggerated  to  the  point  of  Cynicism  {e.g.  in  the  paradoxes  : 
"  All  error  was  equally  bad  ;  Who  is  not  wise  is  mad,  etc."). 
At  other  times  they  approached  the  Peripatetic  doctrine,  as 
in  their  theory  of  KaSriKovra  and  irporjyfxeva. 
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And  now,  what  was  the  practical  morality  of  the  Stoics  ? 
Let  us  first  consider  it  as  it  appears  in  the  individual. 
The  virtue  that  regulates  our  conduct  as  regards  our  » 
passions  was  by  the  Stoics  called  not  temperance,  but  apathy 
(à-n-dOeia).  For  with  them  passion  was  not  a  natural  appetite,  ' 
legitimate  when  restrained,  but  "  a  movement  of  the  mind 
which  is  irrational  and  contrary  to  nature."  Aversa  a  recta 
ratione,  contra  naturam  animi  commotio  (Cic.  Tusc.  IV,  6). 

Passion  cannot  have  its  source  in  nature,  from  which  onlv 
good  can  flow  ;  it  is  therefore  reason,  but  reason  ill  regulated 
and  corrupted.  Being  an  act  of  reason,  it  is  a  kind  of 
judgment,  a  wrong  opinion.  It  arises  in  us  out  of  ignorance  of 
the  good  ;  for  if  we  were  imbued  with  the  thought  that  happi- 
ness is  in  virtue  alone,  we  should  be  insensible  to  wealth,  to 
honours,  to  all  those  false  goods  which  ordinarily  are  the  object 
of  our  desires.  In  order  to  free  ourselves  from  our  passions  . 
we  have  then  only  to  correct  our  judgments.  Let  our  mind 
refuse  its  consent  (a-vyKaTaOecriç,  assensio)  to  those  flattering 
images  which  stimulate  our  lust,  and  the  guilty  desires  will  then 
be  suppressed.  But  are  we  to  close  our  hearts  to  every  kind 
of  feeling  ?  No,  we  must  not  understand  the  Stoics  literally 
when  they  speak  of  insensibility,  àirâSeia.  Although  they  con- 
demn pleasure,  sadness,  desire,  and  fear  (laetitia,  aegritudo, 
libido,  metus)  (Cic.  Tusc.  IV,  6),  all  of  which  disturb  the  mind^ 
still  they  allow  that,  by  a  fortunate  compensation,  joy,  fore- 
sight, and  will  (gaudium,  caiUio,  voluntas),  which  do  not 
deprive  the  mind  of  peace  and  strength  (constantia),  may  have 
a  place  in  the  heart  of  the  sage. 

"  Do  you  ask  wherein  to  lay  the  foundation  [of  a  happy  Hfe]  ?  Take  no 
pleasure  in  vanities.  .  .  .  You  think  that  I  deprive  you  of  many  plea-  ~ 
sures  when  I  take  away  from  you  all  fortuitous  things,  and  advise  you 
not  to  indulge  even  hope  itself,  the  sweetest  of  all  delights  ;  on  the  con- 
trary, I  assure  you  I  would  have  you  always  enjoy  pleasure,  but  I  would 
have  it  originate  at  home.  .  .  .  Other  enjoyments  affect  not  the  mind, 
they  only  smooth  the  brow  .  .  .  unless  perhaps  you  think  a  man  enjoys 
pleasure  because  he  laughs.  .  .  .  Believe  me,  true  joy  is  a  serious  thing  '' 
(Seneca,  Epistle  XXIII). 

So  understood,  apathy  includes  all  the  private  virtues. 
Courage  is  a  form  of  apathy,  and  may  be  defined  as  an  undis- 
turbed   attitude  in  the  face   of  danger,  sickness,  and  death. 
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The  freedom  and  independence  which  the  Stoics  claim  for  the 
sage  must  belong  to  a  mind  that  has  become  msensible  to  the 
Sur  of  fortune  and  of  men.     In  short,  to   have  reached 
perfect  apathy  is  also  to  possess  wisdom,  upon  which  it  is 
founded.     The  sole  object  of  wisdom  is  not,  however,  to  regu- 
late our  affections  by  showing  us  the  goods  on  which  exclusively 
to  fasten  our  desires.     Wisdom  is  defined  by  the  Stoics  as  the 
knowledge  of  things  human  and  divine,  by  which  we  are  to 
understand    the    knowledge    of    the    universal    order    estab- 
lished  by  divine  reason,  to  which  the  moral  law  demands  that 
we  conform  our  will.     It  is  more  especially  the  knowledge  of 
duty.     All  moral  activity  flows  from  wisdom;  and  the  btoics 
who  did  not  separate  action  from  knowledge,  or  will  from 
reason,  naturally  attribute  every  perfection  to  the  sage,     lor 
by  wisdom  they  meant  right  reason  joined  to  a  good  will,  and 
there  is  no  virtue  that  does  not  belong  to  wisdom  when  thus 

"^^  The  "stoic   sage  being,  like   God,    self-sufficing    ought,  one 
would  think,  to  retire  from  society,  since  he  regards  it  as  one 
of  those  indifferent  things  in  which  his  virtue  is  not  concerned 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  his  activity   is  extended  by  social 
life,  which  consequently  widens  the  sphere  of  his  duties,  and 
affords  him  the  opportunity  of  practising  justice.     Hence  he 
will  feel  the  obligation   to  give  a  place  in  his    soul   to  the 
social  virtues.    The  principle  upon  which  society  and  justice  rest 
is  law.    Law  has  its  source  in  nature,  not  in  opmion  or  custom 
•  <Cic  De  Lea.  I,  xiv).    There  is  a  supreme  law  which  has  existed 
from  all  ages,  before  any  legislative  enactments  were  drawn  up 
in  writing  (Ibid.  Ch.  VI).     And  infractions  of  this  law   are 
punished  by  the  torments  of  remorse,  symbolically  represented 
by  the  Furies  of  the  myths  {Ibid.  Ch.  XIV). 

Natural  law  emanates  from  divine  reason,  or  rather  is 
divine  reason  itself  taking  the  form  of  a  command  Chtysippus 
defines  it  as  "  the  highest  reason  implanted  m  nature 
which  prescribes  those  things  which  ought  to  be  done 
and  forbids  the  contrary.  Lex  est  ratio  surrvma,  irmta  in 
natura,  quae  pM  ea  quae  facierula  sunt,  prohibetque  contraria 

(De  Leg.  I,  vi).  ^        .  ,  ... 

Eeligious  morality  is  the  consummation  of  social  morality. 
Every    rational   being    participates    in   the    divine    hfe.      In 
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virtue  of  their  reason  all  men  are  of  the  family  of  the  gods  : 
ut  homines  deorum  agnatione  et  gente  teneantur  {De  Leg.  I,  vii), 
and  in  this  common  origin  they  find  the  first  cause  of  their 
unity  and  mutual  love. 

There  exists  a  natural  society,  consisting  of  rational  beings, 
which  stands  in  the  same  contrast  to  civil  society,  as  does  the 
divine  law  to  the  human.  This  society  recognizes  neither 
Greeks  nor  barbarians,  neither  strangers  nor  enemies,  neither 
masters  nor  slaves,  but  grants  the  rights  of  the  state,  without 
distinction,  to  all  those  who  participate  in  reason.  Nay  more, 
reason  circulates  through  the  universe,  extends  to  all  beings  ; 
hence  the  state  which  is  governed  by  reason  is  identified  with 
the  world,  and  justice  is  the  law  that  expresses  the  order  of 
things.  From  these  lofty  conceptions  springs  philanthropy,  or 
the  love  of  the  human  race,  a  virtue  hitherto  unknown,  and 
revealed  to  the  world  for  the  first  time  by  the  Stoics.  Cicero 
uses  the  Christian  expression  'charity'  {Gar itas generis  huniani). 
And  Seneca  says  :  "  Wherever  there  is  a  man  there  is  occasion 
for  a  good  deed  "  (Sen.  Bp.  XXIV,  3).  The  Stoics  substituted 
universal  brotherhood  for  the  patriotism  which  had  been 
ruined  and  deprived  of  its  object  when  the  smaller 
states  disappeared  in  the  empires  of  Alexander  and  Kome. 
Their  cosmopolitanism  did  not  prevent  them  from  being  law- 
abiding  citizens.  The  laws  of  the  state  are  a  reflection  of* 
natural  and  divine  law.  VeiH  juris  germanaeque  justitiae 
solidam  et  expressam  ejflgiem  mdlam  tenemns,  umbra  et  imaginibus 
utimur.  Eos  ipsas  utinarn  seqv^remur  !  {De  Off.  Ill,  XVII). 
So  long  as  reason  governs,  or  even  makes  its  voice  heard  in 
the  state,  the  Stoic  wise  man  is  glad  to  take  his  place  and  live 
in  it;  he  accepts  his  share  of  pubHc  offices  and  performs  his 
duty  as  a  citizen. 

The  Stoic  formulae  of  virtue  can  easily  be  transformed  into 
pious  maxims.  To  live  according  to  nature,  to  obey  the  law, 
what  is  this  but  to  honour  the  God  invoked  by  Cleanthes 
in  these  terms  :  "  0  Lord  of  Nature,  Thou  who  governest  all 
things  with  law  ;   0  Jupiter,  Hail  !  " 

Thus  morality  leads  up  to  religion,  and  piety  was  made  the 
goal  of  virtue  not  only  by  Epictetus  or  Antoninus,  but  also  by 
one  of  the  founders  of  Stoicism.  The  religious  worship  of 
the  Stoics  was  primarily  homage  to  the  Sovereign  Reason. 
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«  Thee  O  Jupiter,  it  is  lawful  for  all  mortals  to  address.  .  .  .  There- 
fore I  will  forever  sing  Thee  and  celebrate  Thy  power.  All  this  universe 
rolling  round  the  earth  obeys  Thee,  and  follows  willingly  at  Thy 
command.  Such  a  minister  hast  Thou  in  Thy  invincible  hands,  the 
two-edged,  flaming,  vivid  thunderbolt.  ...  By  it  dost  Thou  control  that 
common  reason  which  circulates  through  all  things,  and  which  is  m 
the  great  and  in  the  smaller  lights  of  heaven.  Such,  Thou  King  Supreme, 
is  thy  mighty  rule  o'er  all  things  "  {Hymn  of  Clearithes,  trans,  by  Sir 
Alex.  Grant). 

Knowledge  of  the  order  established  by  God  in  the  world 
inclines  our  will  to  conform  to  it.     For  this  order  is  necessary. 
The  facts  of  Nature,  the  events  of  history,  form  an  indissoluble 
chain  whose  links  were  rivetted  by  Fate,  and  which  chance  can- 
not break.     Ihimnt  volentem  fata,  nolentem  trahunt  (Sen.  Trag.). 
But  God  does  not  only  constrain  us  by  force.  He  also  persuades 
us  by  reason.     The  reign  of  necessity  is  at  the  same  time  the 
triumph  of  justice,  and  destiny  does  the  work  of  Providence. 
So  that,  while  it  would  be  merely  unreasonable  not  to  accept 
the  inflexible  law  of  Fate,  it  would  be  impious  and  sacrilegious 
to  oppose,  if  even  only  by  an  impotent  will,  the  wise  decrees  of 
Providence.     Bco  parère  lihertas  est  (Sen.  Be  Vita  heata).     To 
be  pious  is  to  will  what  God  wills,  because  we  know  not  only 
that  His  will   is    always    accomplished,   but    also    that  it  is 
always  worthy  to  be  accomplished. 

«  O  King,  most  high,  nothing  is  done  without  Thee  either  in  heaven  or 
on  earth,  or  in  the  sea,  except  what  the  wicked  do  in  their  foolishness. 
Thou  makest  order  out  of  disorder,  and  what  is  worthless  becomes  precious 
in  Thy  sight  ;  for  Thou  hast  fitted  together  good  and  evil  into  one,  and 
hast  established  one  law  that  exists  for  ever.  But  the  wicked  fly  from 
Thy  law,  unhappy  ones,  and  though  they  desire  to  possess  what  is  good, 
yet  they  see  not,  neither  do  they  hear,  the  universal  law  of  God  "  (Hymn 
of  Cleaiithes), 

The  Stoics,  however,  far  from  treating  virtue  as  subordinate 
to  piety,  regard  the  fear  even  of  the  gods  as  contemptible 
when  it  takes  in  the  soul  the  place  of  the  desire  for  the  good. 
Thus  religion  with  them  is  primarily  devotion  to  duty.  Smce 
justice  reigns,  the  immortality  of  the  soul  is  a  matter  of 
indifference.  "  No,"  says  Chrysippus,  "  it  is  not  through  the 
fear  of  the  gods  that  we  should  try  to  dissuade  men  from 
acting  unjustly.  All  this  talk  about  divine  vengeance  is  open 
to  discussion,  and  involves  many  difficulties.     It  is  very  like 
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the  stories  about  Acco  and  Alphito,  by  which  women  prevent 
little  children  from  doing  wrong." 

The  Stoics'  attitude  with  regard  to  the  popular  religion  is  a 
further  proof  of  the  ethical  nature  of  their  faith.  They  would  ' 
disturb  none  of  the  things  that  help  to  preserve  morality. 
The  Stoics  used  the  mythological  legends  in  the  same  way  as 
Christianity  utilized  the  pagan  temples  :  they  made  them 
serve  their  faith.  But  while  they  converted  ancient  religion 
into  an  ethical  symbolism,  the  Stoics  were  not  the  belated 
apologists  of  paganism,  but,  to  say  the  least,  the  promoters  of 
a  new  religion  which  we  have  already  defined  as  the  "cult 
of  duty." 

Epicureanism    in    Rome  ;     Lucretius.        Roman    Stoicism  ; 
Cicero  s  Eclecticism  ;  Seneca  ;  Direction  of  Consciences. 

In  their  philosophy  the  Eomans  lacked  originality,  but  not  . 
in  their  morality.  No  doubt  their  ethical  doctrines  were 
borrowed  from  Greece.  But,  as  is  always  the  case,  these 
doctrines  became  modified  by  contact  with  the  habits  and  cus- 
toms which  they  were  intended  to  influence.  Epicureanism  and 
Stoicism  could  only  be  adopted  in  Eome  by  becoming  Roman. 

Lucretius  believed  himself  to  be  the  respectful  disciple,  the 
faithful  expounder  of  Epicurean  teaching  ;  but,  as  has  been 
noticed,  Epicureanism  with  him  takes  a  strong  "  Roman  tinge," 
becomes  "virile,  and  assumes  a  stern,  haughty,  imperious 
tone  "  (Martha).  The  precepts  of  Epicurus  as  uttered  by  him 
take  at  any  rate  a  fresh  accent.  Love,  ambition,  fill  him  with 
a  kind  of  terror  unknown  to  Epicurus.  The  Athenian  sage 
found  within  himself  the  best  remedy  for  his  passions,  namely 
disenchantment.  But  Lucretius  has  none  of  this  calm  reason- 
ableness ;  of  love  he  gives  a  terrifying  picture,  describing  it  in 
the  same  words  as  the  plague  and  other  scourges  (St.  Beuve). 
But  even  while  lifting  his  voice,  with  all  the  moralist's 
burning  zeal  against  this  blameworthy  passion,  he  portrays 
it  so  truly  and  so  forcibly,  he  renders  so  well  the  emotion 
belonging  to  it,  that  it  has  been  thought  he  riiust  himself 
have  suffered  from  the  evils  he  describes.  The  Epicurean  ethics 
were  calculated  to  attract  minds  that  were  either  unusually 
refined  or  unusually  indolent.  And  so  in  Rome,  with  the 
exception  of  the  sage  and  prudent  Atticus,  it  had  none  but 
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unworthy  votaries,  who  borrowed  its  name  to  cover  their  vices 
(e,g.  Gabinius,  Piso,  and  Caesar).  Epicureanism  was  repugnant 
to  the  Eoman  temperament,  for  the  Romans  were  Stoics  before 
the  letter,  and  as  philosophers  they  became  Stoics  after  the 

spirit. 

Cicero    was    as    remarkable    for    his    fluctuations    between 
different   schools   as   Lucretius   for  the   firmness   with   which 
he  adhered  to  one.     We  cannot  say  of  Cicero  that  he  was  a 
Stoic,  but  only  that  he  was  inclined  to  Stoicism.     He  was  a 
learned   historian   of   philosophy,   rather   than   a   phHosopher. 
He  defended  and  seemed  to  adopt  different  systems  in  turn, 
just  as  he  might  in  his  capacity  of  a  conscientious  and  honest 
advocate  plead  various  causes  provided  they  were  honourable. 
Thus    he    is   a  Stoic  in  the  De  OJiciis,  which   is   practically 
a    translation,   and    in    the    Tnsculans;    he   is   a   Peripatetic, 
and    the    opponent    of    Epicureanism    in    the    De    Finibus; 
and    he     is     an     Academic    throughout     all    his     writings. 
Cicero's    contribution    to    philosophy    has    no    unity    beyond 
that     derived     from     his     own     personality.       His     writings 
reveal   an   upright  and   elevated   mind,   devoted   to   law  and 
justice,  and  careful  of  the  interests  of  his  Roman  fatherland. 
He    gives  evidence  of    an    upright    and   steadfast  conscience, 
in  the  first  place,  by  the  manner  in  which  he  deals  with  the 
subtle  and  often  treacherous  art  of  casuistry.     He  denounces 
all  legal  frauds,  bad  faith  in  the  making  of  contracts,  intrigues 
for  obtaining  legacies.     He  lays  down  the  principles  of  the 
'    law  of  nations,  of  generosity  to  the  conquered,  and  observance 
of  treaties  (De  Officiis).      Again  he  proves  himself  a  subtle 
moralist    when    he    points    out    the    rules    of    decorum,    and 
defines    those    pleasing    obligations    of    good    breeding  which 
are    part    of    an    exquisite    politeness,    and    matters    rather 
of    good   taste   than    of    conscience.       But    his    is    above   all 
a    generous    mind,    whose    sympathy    naturally    inclines    to 
the  noblest  doctrines;    hence  he  speaks   with   equal  admira- 
tion of  Zeno  and  of  Aristotle,  and  considers  indeed  that  they 
differ  only  in  the  language  they  use:  Sentit  idem  Zeno  quod 
Xenocrates,  quod  Aristoteles,  loquitur  alio  modo  {De  Leg.  I,  21). 

Why  is  he  so  violent  in  his  attack  on  Epicureanism  ?  It  is 
because  this  doctrine  lowers  the  ethical  ideal,  because  it 
would  relieve  man  of  his  duties  as  a  citizen,  as  of  a  heavy 
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burden,  and  this  is  offensive  to  Cicero's  patriotic  feelings.  He 
even  becomes  intolerant  when  dealing  with  Epicurus.  "  It  is 
not  a  philosopher  that  is  needed  to  refute  this  language,  but  a 
censor  to  condemn  it." 

Whilst  philosophy  is  for  Cicero  the  occupation  of  a  cultured 
leisure  {libérale  otium),  Seneca  looks  upon  it  as  a  profession  ; 
its  object  for  him  is,  not  to  give  intellectual  pleasure  {oblecta- 
mentum),  but  to  cure  souls  {remedium  :  Epist.  CXVII,  33)  ;  he 
preaches  philosophy  with  an  ardour  that  aims  less  at  dogma 
than  at  precept. 

"...  Here  is  no  room  for  jesting.  You  are  called  upon  to  succour 
the  distressed  ;  you  are  under  an  obligation  to  lend  all  possible  assistance 
to  the  shipwrecked,  to  the  prisoner,  to  the  sick,  to  the  poor  and  needy, 
and  to  the  unhappy  under  sentence  of  death  "  {Epist.  XLVIII). 

He  never  loses  sight  of  the  conversion  and  the  salvation  of 
souls.  The  Treatise  on  Clemency,  dedicated  to.  Nero,  the 
Consolations  to  Helvia,  Marcia,  and  PolybiuSy  are  works  of  direct 
moral  advice.  The  Letters  to  Lucilius  are  a  veritable  treatise 
on  moral  direction.  The  philosopher  is  seen  grappling  with 
all  the  diseases  of  the  soul:  weariness,  hardness,  the  fashionable 
levity  which  scoffs  at  virtue  and  at  philosophers:  "He  may 
make  me  laugh,  but  perhaps  I  shall  make  him  weep  "  {Epist. 
XXIX,  7). 

Side  by  side  with  the  director  of  conscience  there  is  in 
Seneca  the  casuist — witness  his  justification  of  the  murder  of 
Agrippina,  and  his  personal  apologia  in  the  De  Vita  Beata, 
He  came  from  Spain,  the  country  of  casuistry.  But  what 
strikes  us  most  in  him,  is  that  he  is  much  more 
deeply  imbued  than  Cicero  with  the  humanitarian  principles 
of  the  Stoics.  In  slaves,  he  sees,  not  merely  '  servants 
hired  in  perpetuity  "  {De  Off.  I,  13),  but  "  friends  of  humble 
estate  "  {Epist.  XL VII).  They  are  slaves,  but,  above  all, 
they  are  men.  Cicero  was  not  above  calling  the  gladiatorial 
games  a  school  for  courage  :  "  When  it  is  the  guilty  that  fight, 
we  might  by  our  ears  perhaps,  but  certainly  by  our  eyes  we 
could  not,  have  better  training  to  harden  us  against  pain  or 
death  "  {Tusc.  II,  17).  Seneca,  on  the  contrary,  does  not  wish 
the  people  to  be  taught  cruelty  :  "  This  man  has  committed  a 
theft  ;  what  then,  he  deserves  to  be  hanged  :  another  slew  a 
man  ;  it  is  but  just  he  be  slain  himself.     And  what  hast  thou 
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deserved,  oh  wretch,  who  canst  take  delight  in   this  horrid 
spectacle  ?"  (^i?i5/5.  VII). 

While  they  condemned  pity,  the  Stoics   nevertheless   held 

that  the  principle  of  assisting  the  poor  is  founded  on  natural 

right.     In  this  way  they  connected  charity  with  justice,  and 

they   represent   both   as   a   strict  obligation.       "Why,"    says 

^    Seneca  to  the  rich  man,  "  are  you  so  sparing  of  your  property 

as  though  it  were  your  own  ?     You  have  but  the  management 

of  it  "  {De  Benef.  VI,  3).     There  is  an  element  of  socialism  m 

the  Stoic  ethics  ;  they  do  not  admit  that  the  rights  of  property 

can  be  pleaded  as  exempting  us  from  the  duty  of  alms-givmg. 

f         It  is  by  the  insight  and  courage  he  shows  in  his  opinions  that 

''         Seneca   appeals   to   us;    his   ethical   teaching    proves    that  a 

veritable  revolution  had  taken  place  in  the  minds  of  men. 

Epidetus,     Marcus  AureHits  ;    Pioics  Resignation. 

Seneca  writes  for  his  friend  Lucilius,  for  his  mother  Helvia, 
for  his  pupil  Nero  ;  Epictetus,  on  the  other  hand,  lectures  in 
public  and  addresses  the  people.  This  fact  in  itself  shows  the 
•  development  of  ethical  preaching  in  Rome.  Philosophy  had 
now  become  a  profession  {Discourses,  I,  4)  or  rather  a  mission 
and  priestly  function.  The  conception  which  Epictetus  formed 
of  it  was  so  elevated,  that  he  enjoins  those  who  exercise  this 
function  to  have  neither  wife  nor  child,  to  give  up  public  Ufa, 
in  a  word,  to  sacrifice  all,  for  the  sake  of  the  unique  privilege 
of  being  an  instructor  of  the  human  race  {Discourses,  III,  22). 

In  thus  assuming  the  direction  of  men's  consciences, 
Philosophy  undertook  at  the  same  time  the  office  of  consulting 
their  needs,  and  responding  to  their  aspirations.  So  Epictetus, 
himself  doubly  a  slave,  having  as  master  Epaphroditus  and  as 
Emperor  Domitian,  holds  out  to  mankind,  oppressed  by  the 
yoke  of  the  Cœsars,  the  proud  consolation  that  despotism  has 
no  power  over  the  liberty  of  the  soul. 

"  Whether  then  have  you  nothing,"  asks  the  philosopher  of  his  disciple, 
«  which  is  in  your  own  power,  which  depends  on  your  self  only  and  cannot 
be  taken  from  you,  or  have  you  anything  of  the  kind  ?— I  know  not.— Is 
any  man  able  to  make  you  assent  to  that  which  is  false  ?— No  man.— Can 
a  man  force  you  to  desire  to  move  towards  that  to  which  you  do  not 
choose  ?— He  can,  for  when  he  threatens  me  with  death  or  bonds,  he  com- 
pels me  to  desire  to  move  towards  it.— If  then  you  despise  death  and 
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bonds,  do  you  still  pay  any  regard  to  him  ?— No.— Is  then  the  despising 
of  death  an  act  of  your  own,  or  is  it  not  yours  ?— It  is  my  act  "  {Discourses, 
IV,  1,  ti-ans.  by  Long). 

True  liberty  consists  in  controlling  our  thoughts  and 
desires,  in  defending  ourselves  against  external  evils,  entrenched 
in  the  impregnable  fortress  of  the  will.  Some  things  depend 
upon  ourselves,  others  do  not.  (ra  e^'  h^v,  rà  ovk  ecp'  ^fuv, 
Manuel,  I.)  What  depends  on  ourselves  is  our  thought, 
whereas  health,  wealth,  and  all  external  advantages,  are  things 
we  have  no  control  over.  Let  us  only  cling  to  what  depends  on 
ourselves,  and  nothing  can  affect  us.  Liberty  of  mind  is  our 
most  precious  possession,  not  only  because  it  frees  us  from  all 
the  evils  created  by  opinion,  but  also  because  it  is  one  with 
reason  {to  ^ye/moviKov),  that  divine  part  of  the  soul,  and  there- 
fore our  dignity  {à^lw/uLo)  rests  on  it.  We  should  not  hesitate 
even  to  sacrifice  our  lives,  in  order  to  maintain  this  freedom  intact. 

If  we  find  it  hard  to  renounce  all  the  supposed  joys  of  life, 
if  we  persist  in  looking  upon  sickness,  poverty,  and  death,  as  * 
evils,  it  is  because  we  do  not  remember  that  what  seems  to  us 
the  caprice  of  fortune  is  part  of  the  scheme  of  a  wise  Provi- 
dence leading  all  things  by  necessary  means  to  the  good. 
Epictetus'  doctrine  of  resignation  loses  its  austerity  as  it  passes 
into  respect  for  the  Divine  Will,  faith  in  Providence,  in  short, 
a  pious  submission  :  he  does  his  duty  and  leaves  the  rest  to  • 
the  gods. 

"  For  what  else  can  I  do,  a  lame  old  man,  than  sing  hymns  to  God  ?  If 
I  were  a  nightingale,  I  would  do  the  part  of  a  nightingale.  If  I  were  a 
swan,  I  would  do  it  like  a  swan.  But  now  I  am  a  rational  creature  and  I 
ought  to  praise  God  :  this  is  my  work  ;  I  do  it,  nor  will  I  desert  this 
post,  so  long  as  I  am  allowed  to  keep  it  ;  and  I  exhort  you  to  join  in  the 
same  song  "  (Discourses,  I,  XIII). 

Epictetus  sums  up  his  moral  doctrine  in  this  brief  and 
negative  formula  :  "  Endure  and  abstain  "  {avexov  Ka\  àiréx^v). 
Marcus  Aurelius,  also,  but  more  plaintively,  proclaims  the 
impotency  of  man.  The  world  pursues  its  invariable  course, 
and  we  can  change  nothing  of  its  laws.  Yet  is  our  destiny 
linked  to  that  of  the  world  ;  and  carried  along  as  we  are  by 
the  current  of  things,  we  can  only  exclaim  :  "  I  am  in  harmony 
with  all  that  is  a  part  of  thy  harmony.  Great  Universe  !  " 
{Medit  IV,  23). 
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The  whole  of  virtue  lies  in  resignation,  and  we  do  not  even 
know  that  this  resignation  is  of  a  pious  nature,  for  it  may  be 
submission  to  a  blind  necessity,  and  not  to  a  divine  goodness. 
In  vain  does  Marcus  Aurelius  say,  "  All  that  happens,  happens 
aright"  {Medit.  IV,  9).  Doubt  still  lingers  in  his  mind: 
"  The  world  is  either  a  confused  mingling  of  elements  which 
combine  and  disperse,  or  a  vmity  of  order  and  Providence" 
{Medit.  VI,  10).  He  concludes,  it  is  true,  that  in  neither  case 
has  the  sage  anything  to  fear.  Nor  is  he  much  more  successful 
in  his  vindication  of  social  duties.  "  What  strikes  one  most  in 
Marcus  Aurelius  is,  no  doubt,  his  conception  of  the  unity  of  the 
world,  the  close  connection  between  all  its  parts,  and  the  con- 
sequent obligation  upon  all  men,  as  members  of  one  body,  to 
live  each  for  the  other  "  (Ravaisson).  But,  according  to  him, 
the  ideal  which  philosophers  treat  of  is  very  far  removed  from 
the  reality  of  things.  We  have  to  resign  ourselves  to  the 
injustice  of  men  :  "  Protest  till  you  burst  :  men  will  go  on 
just  the  same  "  {Medit,  VIII,  4). 

One  thing  alone  can  console  us  for  the  evil  done  to  us,  and 
that  is  the  selfish  reflection  that  we  are  not  sullied  thereby. 
"  Say  men  kill  you,  quarter  you,  pursue  you  with  execrations, 
what  has  that  to  do  with  your  understanding  remaining 
pure,  lucid,  temperate,  just  ?  "  {Medit  VIII,  50). 

Marcus  Aurelius  does  not  hate  men — they  are  wicked 
and  should  be  pitied;  but  if  he  can  be  said  to  love  them, 
it  is  with  a  love  that  knows  no  illusion  and  feels  itself  to 
be  powerless. 

NeO'Platonism  :  Mystical  Ethics  ;  The  Return  to  God  ; 
Practical    Virtues, 

The  Alexandrians  were  disciples  of  both  Aristotle  and 
Plato,  but  they  introduced  into  their  ethics  an  element  which 
was  foreign  to  the  Greek  spirit,  namely,  the  contempt  for  action 
traditional  in  the  East,  which  naturally  asserted  itself,  more 
especially  at  a  period   of    oppression   and   civil    disturbances, 

^such  as  the  beginning  of  the  third  century.  It  is  when  a  life 
of  action  is  closed  to  them  that  men  take  refuge  in  the  contem- 

vplative  life.  Having  no  fatherland  on  earth,  they  seek  to 
found  one  above,  and  this  is  the  sense  in  which  we  must 
understand  these  words  of  Plotinus  : 
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"  Let  us  fly  to  our  dear,  our  true  fatherland.  .  .  .  Our  fatherland  ia 
there  whence  we  came,  and  there,  too,  is  our  father.  Our  feet  are  power- 
less to  carry  us  thither  ;  they  can  bear  us  only  from  end  to  end  of  the 
earth.  Nor  will  ships  serve  our  need,  nor  chariots  drawn  by  swift 
horses.  Let  us  leave  such  vain  means  aside  for  seeing  our  dear  fatherland 
again  ;  we  have  but  to  close  our  bodily  eyes  and  open  the  eyes  of  the 
spirit"  {En7ieads  I,  VI,  8). 

The  ethical  doctrine  of  the  Alexandrians  was  mystical,  like 
all  their  philosophy.  Evil,  they  taught,  comes  to  the  soul,  in  . 
the  first  place,  from  its  having  been  born  into  an  individual  life, 
whereby  it  was  separated  from  the  soul  of  the  universe.  For 
in  its  ethical  sense  the  procession  {irpooSoç)  of  the  Alexandrians 
is  a  fall.  Again,  evil  for  man  is,  above  all,  to  love  himself  as 
an  imperfect  and  finite  being  and  to  be  content  with  his 
state  of  degradation  ;  while  the  good  is  the  emancipation  of  the 
soul  from  the  sensible  world,  her  withdrawal  into  herself,  her 
return  towards  the  universal  soul,  towards  intelligence,  towards 
the  One.  Conversion,  or  the  turning  of  the  soul  to  God, 
culminates  in  union  with  God,  or  ecstasy,  which  is  the  perfect 

good. 

Moral    life    is    therefore    a    continuous    progress    towards  ^ 
perfection,  an    unceasing  effort    to  reach  God.     The   virtues 
belonging  to  it  mark  the  degrees  in  this  ascent  of  the  soul, 
which  is  called  conversion.     They  proceed  one  from  another,  . 
and  are  developed  in  dialectic  order  in  the  succession  of  time. 
The  lowest  virtues,  which  mark  the  first  stage  in  moral  life,  are 
the   practical    ones  :    prudence,  courage,  temperance,   justice. 
These  have  scarcely  more  than  a  negative  value;  they  purify  the 
soul,  draw  it  away  from  evil  and  save  it  from  sin;  they  bring  it 
to  the  threshold  of  Divine  Life,  but  do  not  cause  it  to  enter 
therein.     They  are  like  the  virtues  of  Hercules,  by  which  he  ' 
desired  to   pass  from  earth  to  heaven,  but  are  not  yet  the 
virtues  of  the  Gods  themselves.     They  are  not  the  goal,  but 
they  are  the  steps  leading  to  it. 

In  the  contemplative  life,  to  which  the  practical  virtues 
are  the  means  of  approach,  there  are  also  various  stages. 
The  object  of  contemplation  is  the  Beautiful.  But  there  are 
two  kinds  of  beauty  :  sensible  beauty,  which  is  the  triumph  of 
form  over  matter,  and  moral  beauty,  which  is  the  triumph  of 
intellect  over  the  passions  and  senses.     Contrasting  one  with 
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the  Other  Plotinus  said  :  "  The  face  of  Justice  is  more  beautiful 
than  the  evening  Star."  The  different  contemplative  virtues  ^ 
correspond  to  the  different  degrees  in  beauty.  While  * 
thought,  as  pure  activity,  was  regarded  by  Aristotle  as  self- 
sufficing,  it  was,  for  the  Alexandrians,  a  movement  towards  an 
end.  Thought  tries  to  get  beyond  itself,  it  rises  above  beauty 
in  its  endeavour  to  reach  an  object  which  is  outside  and  above 
itself,  namely,  the  Good.  Beauty  gives  rise  to  love,  but  it  is 
not  the  principle  of  love.  What  renders  beauty  admirable  i^ 
the  Good  that  shines  through  it  ;  that  is  the  reason,  said 
Plotinus,  why  the  face  of  a  man  alive  is  more  beautiful  than 
the  face  of  one  dead,  and  a  living  animal  is  more  beautiful 
than  an  animal  in  a  picture,  even  if  the  latter  possesses  a  more 

perfect  form. 

Contemplation  is,  therefore,  an  endless  moving  towards 
God;  it  does  not  bring  us  into  the  divine  life,  but  prepares  us 
for  it,  and  leads  us  thither.  We  cannot  unite  ourselves  to  the 
Good,  we  can  only  deserve,  by  our  virtues,  that  it  should  unite 
itself  to  us.  We  can  only  keep  our  eyes  fixed  on  the  horizon, 
(which  was  the  symbol  of  contemplation)  waiting  for  the  sun 
(the  symbol  of  the  Good)  to  rise  above  the  ocean.  Plotinus, 
continuing  this  metaphor,  represents  thought  as  the  wave,  on 
which  we  are  lifted  up  and  carried  along. 

Thus  all  the  practical  and  contemplative  virtues  are  no  more 
than  the  initiation  into  the  divine  life;  their  goal  and 
their  reward  is  ecstasy,  or  union  with  God.  In  contemplation 
the  soul  is  still  distinguished  from  her  object,  in  ecstasy  she 
becomes  one  with  it. 

"  They  who  know  nothing  of  this  higher  state,"  says  Plotinus,  "  may 
gain  some  conception  of  it  from  the  love  known  to  us  here  below,  when 
we  love  passionately  and  attain  that  which  we  love.  But  the  love  of  this 
world  has  for  its  object  nought  but  mortal  things  and  shadows.  True 
love  is  found  only  above  .  .  .  there  nothing  remains  but  that  which  loves 
and  that  which  is  loved,  and  these  are  no  longer  two,  together  they  make 
but  one  "  (Enneadsy  VI,  IX,  9). 

There  are  no  words  in  which   to  describe  ecstasy,  because 
ecstasy  transcends  reason.     It  is  arrived  at,  says  Porphyry,  "  by  ' 
the  suspension  of  all  the  intellectual  faculties,  by  repose  and  the 
annihilation  of  thought.     As  the  soul  learns  to  know  sleep  when 
slumbering,  so  it  is  in  ecstasy  or  the  annihilation  of  all  the 


faculties  of  her  being,  that  she  knows  that  which  is  above 
existence  and  above  truth  "  (Porphy.  Sent.  Art.  26).  In 
ecstasy  is  perfect  happiness  ;  but  this  happiness  which  fills  the 
soul  to  overflowing  lasts  but  for  one  instant  ;  it  is  part  of  its 
nature  to  elude  consciousness.  "Those  reflections  which 
sometimes  accompany  our  actions,  far  from  making  them  more 
perfect  only  enfeeble  them,  and  diminish  their  intensity." 
Such  then  is  the  supreme  Good,  a  gift  of  God  rather  than  the 
fruit  of  virtue  ;   it  is  fleeting,  nay  more,  it  is  unfelt. 

General  Character  of  Ancient  Ethics  :   The  Notion  of  Duty. 

The  distinctive  character  of  ancient  ethics  was  the  identi- 
fication of  happiness  and  virtue  ;  the  end  set  before  man  was  " 
always  that  Supreme  Good  in  which,  even  here  below,  these  two 
objects  were  to  be  reconciled,  and  to  become  one.  The  notion 
of  duty,  in  the  stricter  sense  of  the  word,  is  a  modern  one, 
though  it  was  not  altogether  unknown  to  the  ancients  ;  but 
Kant  was  the  first  to  emphasise  this  idea,  and  to  found  the 
whole  of  morality  upon  it.  Plato  and  Aristotle  speak  continu- 
ally of  the  Good  {rayadov),  and  of  virtue  ;  but  we  do  not  find 
in  their  works  any  expression  that  corresponds  to  what  we  call 
duty.  The  terms  (to  ocpeXov,  to  Seov)  which  come  nearest 
to  expressing  this  conception,  are  rarely  met  with  in  the  exact 
sense  which  we  give  to  the  word  duty. 

At  a  very  early  period,  however,  the  Greeks  had  formed  the 
conception  of  a  moral  law,  which  commands  and  forbids  like 
the  civil  laws,  but  differs  from  these  in  that  it  is  unwritten. 
Socrates  energetically  upholds,  in  opposition  to  the  Sophist 
Hippias,  the  doctrine  of  unwritten  laws  (po/uloi  aypa(poi)  ;  and 
this  notion  must  have  been  already  familiar,  since  Sophocles 
put  it  into  the  mouth  of  Antigone  in  the  play.  In  the  CQ^ito, 
Plato  expresses  the  idea  of  absolute  obligation  which  is 
inherent  to  the  moral  law.  "  Neither  injury  nor  retaliation, 
nor  warding  off  evil  by  evil  is  ever  right."  But  as  a  rule,  Plato 
seeks  the  good  and  the  beautiful  rather  than  the  obligatory, 
and  this  characteristic  is  even  more  striking  in  Aristotle. 

The  Stoics,  like  Plato  and  Aristotle,  aimed  especially  at 
determining  the  nature  of  the  good.  It  was  always  with  the 
notions  of  the  good  and  of  virtue,  that  they  concerned  them- 
selves.    Still,  the  distinction  they  made  between  KaOtJKov  and 
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KaropOwfjia,  brought  them  very  near  to  the  modern  notion  of 
duty.  The  KaO^Kov,  as  we  have  seen,  expresses  every  appro- 
priate action,  or  in  other  words,  every  action  for  whicli  one 
can  give  some  plausible,  natural  reason  ;  as,  for  example,  reasons 
of  utility  or  of  sentiment,  such  as  the  care  of  one's  health,  of 
children,  etc.  A  higher  degree  of  wisdom  or  of  virtue,  con- 
stitutes the  KaropOœiJLa  (Officia  perfeda,  or  strictly,  jperfectum\ 
which  consists  in  doing  the  KaO^Kovra,  but  in  a  different  spirit, 
namely,  as  things  good  in  themselves  and  in  harmony  with 
the  universal  order.  Of  all  the  expressions  therefore,  in  the 
ethical  terminology  of  the  ancients,  KaropOœfia  is  the  one  that 
corresponds  most  closely  with  our  idea  of  absolute  duty. 
Still,  we  must  remember  that  KaropOœ^a  indicates  the  ideal 
perfection    of    human    wisdom     rather    than    the    notion    of 

obligation  in  itself. 

To  sum  up  :  the  leading  idea  in  ancient  ethics  is  that  of 
the  Supreme  Good,  that  is,  of  the  harmonious  union  of  virtue 
and  happiness  in  the  soul  of  the  wise  man. 


CHAPTER  II 


THE  ETHICAL  PROBLEM  IN  MODERN  TIMES 


Christian  Morality  :  Faith,  Rope,  and  Charity, 

All  the  pagan  philosophers  endeavoured  to  find  the  principle  |  . 
of   human    morality   in    the    intellect:     Plato   and  Aristotle, 
Epicurus  and  the  Stoics,  even  the  Sceptics  and  the  Alexandrian 
Mystics   all   regarded  the   Supreme   Good   as   the   reward    of 
wisdom.     But  according  to  Christian  teaching,  the  mainspring  ! 
of  the  moral  life  is  not  the  intellect  but  the  heart.      Love  is  \ 
the  supreme  principle  in  practical  life:   love  brings  with  it 
happiness  and  virtue,  and  every  other  good. 

In  the  first  place,  faith  is  now  substituted  for  knowledge. 
Faith  is  an  act  of  the  will  as  well  as  a  conviction,  or  mental 
act.  It  is  an  act  of  self-surrender,  of  loving  and  trustful  sub- 
mission to  the  word  of  God,  and  to  His  will.  The  Christian 
dies  according  to  the  flesh  that  he  may  live  anew  according  to 
the  spirit. 

The  first  efi'ect  of  faith  is  a  spiritual  second  birth  (îraAtyycyco-ta, 
Titus,  III,  5).  The  spirit  dwells  in  regenerated  man.  "The  fruit  of  ^ 
the  Spirit  is  love,  joy,  peace,  long-suffering,  kindness,  goodness,  faith- 
fulness" (Gal.  V,  22):  all  the  Christian  virtues.  The  greatest  of  the 
virtues,  the  principle  of  all  the  others,  which  is  both  derived  from  and 
contained  in  faith,  for  it  is  the  fulfilment  of  the  law,  is  charity. 
TrXripiafia  vofxov  rj  dydirrj  (Rom.  XIII,  10)  "  Faith  worketh  by  love  "  {Gal. 
V,  6)  :  and  charity  manifests  itself  by  good  works.  Charity  includes  the 
love  of  God  and  the  love  of  our  neighbour  as  a  necessary  consequence  of 
the  love  of  God.  "  Beloved,  let  us  love  one  another  :  for  love  is  of  God  ; 
and  every  one  that  loveth  is  begotten  of  God,  and  knoweth  God.  He 
that  loveth  not  knoweth  not  God  ;  for  God  is  love.     Herein  was  the  love 
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of  God  manifested  in  us,  that  God  hath  sent  His  only  begotten  Son  into 
the  world,  that  we  might  live  through  Him.  .  .  .  Beloved,  if  God  so 
loved  us,  we  also  ought  to  love  one  another.  ...  If  we  love  one  another, 
God  abideth  in  us,  and  His  love  is  perfected  in  us"  (1  John,  V,  7-12). 

Love  is  to  Christians  what  wisdom  was  to  the  ancients,  the 
principle,  that  is  to  say,  of  all  the  virtues. 

"Though  I  speak  with  the  tongues  of  men  and  of  angels,  and  have  not 
charity,  I  am  become  as  sounding  brass  or  a  tinkling  cymbal.  And 
though!  have  the  gift  of  prophecy,  and  understand  all  mysteries,  and  all 
knowledge  ;  and  though  I  have  all  faith  so  that  I  did  remove  mountains 
and  have-not  charity,  I  am  nothing.  And  though  I  bestow  all  my  goods 
to  feed  the  poor,  and  though  I  give  my  body  to  be  burned,  and  have 
not  charity,  it  profiteth  me  nothing.  Charity  suffereth  long,  and  is 
kind  ;  charity  envieth  not  .  .  .  beareth  all  things,  hopeth  all  things, 
endureth  all  things»  (1  C<yr.  XIII,  1-7). 

We  have  seen  that  the  Stoics  had  formed  a  conception  of 
the  brotherhood  of  man  {Caritas  generis  hitmani)  ;  all  men,  in 
virtue  of  reason  present  in  them,  were  sons  of  God.  But  the 
charity  of  the  Stoics  was  a  rational  sentiment,  the  result  of 
reflection,  and  of  the  consciousness  of  human  dignity. 
Christian  charity  is  deeper,  more  ardent.  It  is  also  de- 
rivative and  indirect  ;  for  man  by  his  nature  is  degenerate  and 
corrupt,  and  our  love  for  one  another  is  only  a  consequence  of 
the  love  which  God  bears  to  us  ;  it  is  to  please  God,  to  unite 
ourselves  in  intention  with  Him  that  we  should  love  our 
neighbour.  Charity  consists  in  desiring  the  moral  good,  the 
perfection  of  our  neighbour,  and  in  the  alleviation  of  his 
woes.     Towards  the  guilty  it  is  shown  in  forgiveness  and  pity. 

"He  that  is  without  sin  among  you,  let  him  first  cast  a  stone  at  her'| 
{John,  VIII,  7).    "Father,  forgive  them  ;  for  they  know  not  what  they  do." 

In  accordance  with  this  new  morality,  there  arose  a  new 
conception  of  the  Supreme  Good,  of  the  good,  that  is,  in  which 
happiness  and  virtue  are  united.  All  the  ancients  had 
admitted  a  relation  of  identity  between  virtue  and  happiness. 
For  Socrates  and  Plato,  for  Aristotle  and  Zeno,  to  possess 
virtue  is  to  possess  happiness  ;  while  Epicurus  holds  that  he 
who  is  happy  is  virtuous.  But  the  Christian  conception  is 
quite  different.  Virtue  is  Charity  ;  in  other  words,  it  is  the 
love  of  God,  and  the  love  of  man  in  God  and  for  God. 
Happiness  is  the  possession  of  God.     It  is  true  that  to  love 


God  is  to  possess  Him  to  a  certain  extent,  and  to  be  loved  by 
Him,  but  it  is  not  to  possess  Him  fully,  and  love  tends  towards 
a  perfect  union.  Virtue,  though  it  deserves  happiness,  is  only 
the  beginning  of  it,  for  the  Supreme  Good  is  not  of  this  world  ; 
it  is  in  another  life  that  our  destiny  will  be  fulfilled.  The 
faith  that  corresponds  to  this  expectation,  faith  as  belief  in  a 
Supreme  Good  that  will  in  the  future  be  real  and  necessary,  takes 
the  form  of  another  virtue,  namely,  hope  (eKirh),  which  has  for 
its  object  the  bliss  promised  to  the  elect  but  not  yet  possessed 
by  them.  Faith,  hope,  and  charity  are  the  three  great 
Christian  virtues,  and  they  are  closely  connected,  inseparable 
indeed,  since  they  all  represent  the  same  condition  of  the  soul. 
But  these  virtues  do  not  depend  on  the  human  will,  because  . 
the  condition  that  makes  them  possible  implies  Divine  grace, 
and  this  we  cannot  give  to  ourselves.  The  Spirit  bloweth 
where  it  listeth.  We  have  already  seen  the  difficulty  which 
the  Christian  theologians  had  in  reconciling  the  doctrines  of 
free  will  and  grace. 

Mediaeval  Ethics:     Conscience;    Synderesis   and  Conscientia, 

In  Ethics,  as  in  the  other  branches  of  philosophy,  the 
scholastic  teachers  sought  no  new  principles.  They  adhered  to 
the  traditions  of  antiquity  and  of  Christianity.  But  the 
practice  of  a  religion  in  which  the  attention  of  the  mind  is  con- 
stantly turned  to  itself,  develops  in  the  soul  the  sense  of  things 
spiritual.  By  looking  into  and  examining  their  own  minds 
during  long  hours  of  anxious  and  solitary  introspection,  the  ' 
mediaeval  theologians  discovered  conscience,  of  which  they 
were  the  first  to  make  an  analysis.  We  find  already,  in  the 
writings  of  Abelard,  the  part  played  by  conscience  in  human 
morality  clearly  pointed  out. 

Christian  morality  is  merely  the  natural  law  reformed  {reformatio 
legis  naturalis,  quam  secutos  esse  philosophos  constat  {Theol.  Chr.  II). 
Philosophers,  like  the  gospel,  made  morality  lie  in  the  intention  {intentio 
animi)  ;  and  they  rightly  said  that  good  men  fly  from  evil  through  love 
of  the  good  and  not  through  fear  of  punishment.  The  Supreme  Good  in 
itself  is  God.  Like  Duns  Scotus  and  Descartes  later,  Abelard  makes  the 
distinction  between  good  and  evil  depend  on  the  arbitrary  will  of  God  : 
UTide  et  ea,  quae  per  se  videntur  pessima  et  ideo  culpanda,  cum  jussione  fiunt 
dominica  ;  constat  itaque  totam  boni  vel  mali  discretionem  in  divinae  dis- 
pemationis  placito  consister e  {Comm.  in  Ep.  ad  Rom.  II,  869,  Migne's  éd.). 
IL  D 
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The  Supreme  Good  for  man  is  the  love  of  God,  and  the  way 
to  this  good  is  virtue,  which,  by  Abelard,  is  defined  as  good  will 
grown  into  a  fixed  habit  {poria  in  haUtum  solidata  voluntas). 
It  is  not  in  the  act  itself,  according  to  him,  but  in  the  intention 
that  moral  good  or  evil  lies.  The  act  itself  is  indifferent; 
even  bad  inclinations,  which  are  the  consequence  of  original  sm, 
leave  us  innocent.  It  is  the  consent  to  evil  that  constitutes 
sin  (jpeccatum), 

«  Non  enim  quae  fiant,  sed  quo  animo  fiant  pensât  Deus,  n^c  in  opere,  sed 
in  intentione  meritum  operantis  vel  laus  consistit  "  (Eth.  3). 

«  Opera  omnia  in  se  indifferentia,  nee  nin  pro  intentix>ne  a^enti^  vel  bona 
vel  mala  dieenda  sunt  »  {Eth.  7).  But  the  intention  depends  on  conscience, 
which  distinguishes  between  good  and  evil.  Man  sins  only  when  he  acts 
contrary  to  his  own  conscience.  But  to  be  virtuous  it  is  not  enough  to 
obey  conscience  ;  the  latter  must  also  be  enlightened,  and  m  agreement 
with  the  commands  of  the  law.  If  conscience  errs,  the  action  is  culpable, 
but  less  so  than  in  a  case  where  the  action  though  conformable  to  the  law 
is  contrary  to  the  injunctions  of  individual  conscience.  Nm  est  peccatum 
nisi  contra  conscientiam  {Eth.  13).  Qui  perseqv^hantur  Christum  vel  sues, 
quos  persequendos  credebant,  per  operationem  pecca^se  dicimus,  qui  tam^i 
graviorem  culpam  peccassent,  si  contra  conscientiam  eis  parcerent  (Eth.  14). 

Such  was  the  truly  elevated  and  novel  doctrine  of  Abelard. 
The  analysis  of  conscience  was  resumed  later  by  Albertus 
Magnus.  He  makes  a  distinction  between  the  faculty  by 
which  we  discern  good  from  evil,  and  what  we  may  call  the 
moral  sentiment,  or  rather  the  moral  disposition. 

Conscience,  properly  so-called,  is  the  law  of  reason  {lex  mentis,  lex 
rationis  et  intellectus),  by  which  we  know  what  to  do,  and  what  to  avoid 
This  faculty,  inasmuch  as  it  implies  consciousness  of  the  general 
principles  of  practical  life,  is  innate  and  inamissible,  but  as  the  knowledge 
of  particular  duties  it  is  acquired.  Lex  mentis  habitus  naturaZis  est 
quantum  ad  principia,  acquisitu^  quantum  ad  scita. 

From  Conscientia  he  distinguishes  the  principle  of  moral 
activity,  Synderesis.  What  is  the  origin  and  exact  meaning  of 
this  term  ?  We  find  it  for  the  first  time  in  St.  Jerome,  but  as 
Ueberweg  says,  it  is  possible  that  the  word  used  by  the 
scholastics  was  simply  derived  from  a  copyist's  error,  and  that 
it  should  be  read  (Tvv€lSrj<riç.  However  that  may  be,  Synderesis, 
scintilla  œnscientiae,  was  distinguished  by  the  scholastics  from 
Conscientia,  being,  as  it  were,  the  original  flame  of  which 
conscience  is  the  actual  radiance. 


In  the  moral  consciousness  there  is,  then,  firstly  a  mental  act, 
the  distinction  of  good  from  evil;  secondly,  a  power  inherent  in 
man  which  has  not  been  destroyed  by  original  sin  and  which 
inclines  us  to  the  good  and  draws  us  away  from  evil.  This  is 
Synderesis,  a  remnant  of  Adam's  first  nature. 

"/?i  singulis  viribus  manet  aliquid  rectum  quod  in  judicando  et 
appetendo  concordat  rectitudini  primae  in  qua  creatus  est  homo. — 
Synderesis  est  rectitudo  manens  in  singulis  viribus,  concordans  rectitudini 
primae  {Albert.  Summ.  de  Creaturis,  p.  11,  qu.  69)." 

According  to  St.  Thomas,  Synderesis  is  not  a  potentiality  in  the  Aristo- 
telian sense,  but  a  natural  possession  of  practical  principles,  just  as  . 
intellect  is  a  natural  possession  of  speculative  principles,  habitus 
quidam  naturalis  prindpiorum  operabilium,  sicut  intellectus  habitus  est 
principiorum  speculabilium,  et  non  potentia  aliqua  {Summa  theologian  I,  q. 
79,  12).  Conscience  is  the  act  by  which  we  apply  our  knowledge  to  our 
actions.  Conscientia  antus  est  quo  scientiam  nostrara  ad  ea  quae  agi^nus 
applicamus  {Ibid.  13). 

Here  again  Synderesis  is  the  principle  of  conscientia.  But  St. 
Thomas  conceives  it  in  a  more  purely  intellectual  way  than  his 
master,  Albertus  Magnus.  The  moral  philosophy  of  Thomas 
Aquinas  is,  in  other  respects,  a  combination  of  Christian  and 
Aristotelian  ethics.  He  distinguishes  the  practical  from  the 
contemplative  life.  He  regards  the  four  philosophical  virtues, 
temperance,  fortitude,  wisdom,  justice,  as  acquired  virtues 
(virtutes  acquisitae),  which  lead  to  natural  happiness,  while  the 
theological  virtues,  faith,  hope,  and  love,  are  divinely  inspired 
{virtutes  infusae)  and  lead  to  supernatural  bliss.  Our  will  is  ^ 
not  compelled.  It  is  subject  to  a  moral  necessity  which  does 
not  destroy  its  freedom  :  our  choice  depends  on  ourselves. 
Here  we  have  the  notion  of  obligation,  but  St.  Thomas  hastens 
to  add  that  we  can  do  nothing  of  ourselves.  We  need  the 
grace  of  God  and  His  assistance  even  for  the  practice  of  the 
natural  virtues,  and  still  more  if  we  are  to  share  in  perfect 
bliss,  which  is  the  vision  of  God  {Visio  divinae  essentiae). 

Mysticism  sprang  naturally  from  the  depth  and  ardour  of 
religious  feeling  in  the  Middle  Ages.  It  was  a  reaction 
against  the  abuse  of  logical  formalism,  and  then,  as  always, 
resolved  itself  into  the  placing  of  feeling  above  reason,  and 
of  immediate  intuition  above  discursive  thought.  "  The  highest 
felicity,"  says  St.  Bernard,  "  is  the  mysterious  flight  of  the  soul 
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to  heaven,  the  sweet  return  from  the  domain  of  the  corporeal 
to  the  region  of  spirits,  and  fusion  in  God." 

Hugo  and  Eichard  of  St.  Victor  followed  the  pseudo- 
Dionysius  the  Areopagite,  in  his  Neo-Platonism  ;  they  dis- 
tinguish contemplatio  (the  immediate  intuition  of  truth)  from 
cogitatio  (sensuous  knowledge)  and  from  meditatio  (discursive 
thought).  As  regards  its  object  they  taught  that  there  are  six 
stages  in  contemplation,  the  lowest,  in  imaginatione  et  scainidum 
imaginationem,  consists  in  contemplating  divine  beauty  in  the 
beauty  of  the  sensible  world  ;  the  highest,  supra  rationem 
et  praeter  rationem,  in  penetrating  into  mysteries  that  are 
inaccessible  to  reason.  From  the  psychological  point  of  view 
there  are  three  stages  in  contemplatio,  of  which  the  lowest  is  a 
dilatatio  mentis  ;  the  second  an  elevation,  suhlevatio  mentis  ; 
the  third  an  alienation,  alienatio  mentis,  an  ecstasy  in  which, 
by  suppressing  all  individual  consciousness,  we  lose  ourselves  in 
God.  Mediaeval  mysticism  finds  its  most  poetic  and  most 
popular  expression  in  the  celebrated  Imitation  of  Christ, 

Descartes  Empirical  Ethics:  the  Soul  Considered  in  its 
Relation  to  the  Body  ;  The  Life  of  the  Soul  ;  Knowledge  and  Good- 
mil. 

With  Bacon  and  Descartes,  Ethics  as  well  as  philosophy 
became  more  distinct  from  religion  and  more  independent  of 
theology.  There  was  a  return  to  the  traditions  of  antiquity, 
and  an  attempt  was  made  to  solve  the  problem  of  human  destiny 
through  reason  alone.  The  Cartesian  Eationalists  sought  to 
find  the  principles  of  virtue  and  happiness  in  the  knowledge 
of  universal  and  necessary  laws,  while  the  Empiricists  would 
derive  the  whole  of  morality  from  the  observation  of  human 
nature,  from  such  a  fact,  for  example,  as  egoism  or  sympathy.  It 
is  to  Kant  that  the  merit  belongs  of  having  restored  Ethics  by 
fixing  its  principle  elsewhere,  and  founding  it  wholly  upon  the 
idea  of  duty. 

Descartes'  conception  of  Ethics  was  that  of  the  ancients. 
He  endeavours  to  define  the  Supreme  Good  which  comprises 
felicity  and  virtue,  and,  by  proving  that  these  two  terms 
coincide,  to  reconcile  Epicurus  with  Zeno.  {Letter  to  the  Queen 
of  Sweden.)  Descartes  has  two  ethical  systems,  one  of  which 
leads  to  the  other.     The  first  is  empirical  and  has  to  do  with 


the  life  of  the  soul  in  its  relation  to  the  body,  its  object  being 
to  free  us  from  the  passions  and  thereby  make  possible  the  life 
of  pure  intelligence.  The  second,  which  is  based  on  good-will 
and  knowledge,  aims  at  an  independent  existence  for  the  soul 
and  a  felicity  attainable  only  through  its  own  efforts. 

The  human  body  is  an  automatic  machine  in  which  every- 
thing is  explained  by  extension  and  the  laws  of  motion.  To 
this  machine  a  soul  is  joined,  and  what  was  mechanical  action 
in  the  body  becomes  passion  in  the  soul.  All  the  passions 
(admiration,  love,  hate,  etc.)  are  therefore  merely  an  image  of 
the  body  and  its  internal  movements  reflected  in  the  soul 
(see  Vol.  I,  Chap.  VIII).  Since  self-possession,  or  the  control 
of  passion,  is  the  condition  of  wisdom,  it  is  clear  that  medical 
science  is  most  important  to  the  life  of  the  soul;  for  what 
science  could  be  more  valuable  than  the  one  which,  by 
enabling  us  to  regulate  the  course  of  our  animal  spirits 
and  to  change  their  composition,  would  make  us  masters  of 
our  passions  ?  By  means  of  remedies  properly  proportioned, 
we  should  thus  be  able  to  prearrange  and  fix  accurately  the 
degrees  of  sadness,  of  joy  or  love. 

"Descartes  thought  that  nothing  would  be  more  certain  to  produce 
temporal  felicity  than  a  happy  combination  of  medicine  with  mathematics" 
(Baillet,  III,  5).  And  Descartes  himself  says,  "the  preservation  of  health 
is  the  first  good,  and  the  foundation  of  all  other  goods  ;  for  our  mind 
depends  so  much  on  our  temperament,  and  on  the  state  of  our  bodily 
organs,  that  if  it  were  possible  to  find  any  means  by  which  men  would 
become  wiser  and  more  ingenious  than  they  have  hitherto  been,  it  is  in 
medicine  that  these  means  must  be  sought  "  (Disc,  de  la  Méth.  6th  part). 

Thus  the  first  chapter  of  the  Cartesian  Ethics  would  be  a 
system  of  hygiene,  giving  prescriptions  that  would  ensure  to 
man  complete  mastery  over  his  passions. 

Notwithstanding  all  his  efforts,  Descartes  was  unable 
to  formulate  this  therapeutic  of  the  passions.  It  might 
seem,  then,  that  we  must  remain  the  slaves  of  our  bodies. 
But  what  appeared  to  be  our  ruin  is  in  reality  our  salvation, 
for  the  relation  between  body  and  soul  is  a  reciprocal  relation. 
Hence  certain  passions  (correlative  modifications)  must  corre- 
spond in  the  body  to  the  mental  acts,  and  in  this  fact  we 
perceive  a  means  of  making  ourselves  free.  For  if  the  soul  is 
free,  and  if  everything  that  takes  place  in  it  affects  the  body. 
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then,  by  directing  and  regulating  the  soul,  it  is  possible  to 
regulate  the  body.  Medicine  enabled  us  to  attack  the  body 
directly,  to  fight  against  the  passions  by  physical  means  ;  but 
through  the  indirect  action  of  the  soul  we  recover  possession  of 
ourselves.  It  is  true  that  the  soul  is  only  capable  of  acting  on 
itself,  but  by  calling  up  such  and  such  a  thought  and 
dwelling  on  it,  it  may,  firstly,  suspend  the  action  which 
would  ensue  from  the  passion  (Pass.  146)  ;  secondly,  it 
may  alter  the  motion  of  the  small  gland  which  is  its 
seat  and  give  a  new  direction  to  the  animal  spirits,  and 
produce  thereby  in  itself  a  different  or  even  a  contrary 
passion  {Pass.  I,  45);  thirdly,  the  soul  may  sometimes  do  yet 
more,  for,  without  altering  the  action  of  the  gland,  it  may 
through  habit  associate  with  this  action  thoughts  which 
it  has  had  the  strength  to  dwell  on  while  the  action  lasted. 
"  The  connection  between  our  minds  and  our  bodies  is  of 
such  a  nature  that  when  we  have  once  associated  a  certain 
bodily  action  with  a  certain  thought,  the  one  never  presents 
itself  without  the  other"  {Pass.  II,  136). 

Through  habit,  therefore,  we  are  able  to  change  the  natural 
order  of  the  passions  and  invert  the  relations  between  the 
physical  and  moral  life.  We  may  act  in  such  a  way  that  to 
the  motions  of  the  pineal  gland,  instead  of  the  passions  which 
would  naturally  correspond  to  them,  there  may  correspond 
quite  opposite  thoughts,  calculated  to  make  us  behave  in  a 
manner  befitting  rational,  independent  beings.  Thus,  since  we 
cannot  act  mechanically  on  the  mechanism  of  the  body,  we 
have  recourse  to  artifice  and  ingenuity  {Pass.  I,  47).  In  this 
way  we  find  a  moral  equivalent  to  medicine,  and  a  moral 
hygiene  is  substituted  for  a  physical  ;  the  indirect  action  of 
the  soul  takes  the  place  of  the  direct  action  of  medicine. 

The  soul,  though  joined  to  the  body,  is  distinct  from  it,  and 
has  its  own  separate  life.  "  It  may  enjoy  pleasures  apart 
from  the  body"  {Pass.  Ill,  212).  By  controlling  the  passions 
it  separates  itself  from  the  body,  and  recovers  its  true 
nature,  which  is  to  be  free  and  to  depend  only  on  itself  and 
on  its  thoughts.  Thus  moral  hygiene  leads  up  to  true 
morality,  which  is  the  science  of  the  Supreme  Good.  What 
then  is  the  Good  which  is  to  give  at  once  happiness  and 
virtue  ? 
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"  It  consists  in  the  determined  will  to  do  right,  and  in  the  contentment 
which  such  a  will  produces.  Not  only  is  our  free  will  in  itself  our  highest 
possession,  inasmuch  as  it  makes  us  in  a  manner  like  to  God,  and  seems  to 
exempt  us  from  being  subject  to  Him,  the  proper  use  of  it  being  con- 
sequently the  greatest  among  goods  ;  but  it  is  also  the  good  that  belongs  to 
us  most  especially  and  is  for  us  the  most  important.  From  this  it  follows 
that  it  is  only  from  our  free  will  that  our  highest  satisfactions  can 
proceed  "  {Letter  to  the  Queen  of  Sweden).  "  It  is  not  necessary  that  our 
reason  should  be  never  mistaken,  it  is  enough  if  our  conscience  tells  us 
that  we  have  always  had  sufficient  firmness  and  virtue  to  execute  all 
those  things  which  we  have  judged  to  be  the  best  ;  and  thus  virtue  alone 
sufiices  to  give  us  contentment  in  this  life"  {Letter  to  Princess  Elizabeth^ 
1st  May,  1645). 

Having,  like  Kant  later  on,  placed  the  end  of  man  in  the 
good  will,  Descartes  then  seems  to  contradict  himself,  and, 
following  Socrates  and  Plato,  to  make  everything  depend  on 
the  intellect. 

"  When  our  virtue  is  not  sufficiently  enlightened  by  the  understanding 
it  may  be  false,  and  in  this  case  the  contentment  which  it  brings  is  not 
real  and  secure.  Man's  highest  happiness  depends  on  the  right  use  of 
reason,  and  consequently  the  study  that  leads  to  its  acquisition  is  the 
most  useful  occupation  he  can  have,  as  it  is  also,  without  doubt,  the  most 
agreeable  and  the  most  delightful  "  {Letter  to  the  Princess  Elizabeth,  May, 
1645).  How  can  this  be  doubted  when  we  remember  that  "we  have  only 
to  judge  rightly,  and  to  judge  as  correctly  as  possible,  in  order  to  acquire 
all  the  virtues  and  all  the  advantages  and  goods  attainable  ?  "  {Disc,  de  la 
Méthode,  3rd  part).  "  Omnis  peccans  est  ignorans.  If  our  understanding 
never  represented  to  the  will  as  good  the  things  that  are  the  contrary, 
the  will  could  never  be  mistaken  in  its  choice  "  {Letter,  April,  1637). 

This  being  the  case,  the  ethical  problem  takes  the  form  of  a 
scientific  problem.  We  must  not  consent  to  pursue  pleasures 
that  we  perceive  confusedly,  we  must  not  accept  a  thing  as 
good  unless  we  see  plainly  that  it  is  so  ;  in  a  word,  we  must 
be  on  our  guard  against  confused  ideas,  and  be  guided  only  by 
those  that  are  clear.  The  problem  then  is  how  to  determine 
the  order  of  perfections,  how  to  make  a  science  of  the  different 
kinds  of  good,  and  of  their  relative  value.  But  Descartes 
never  constructed  such  a  science.  He  was  content  to  show 
that  passion  exaggerates  the  worth  of  the  pleasures  it  seeks, 
and  to  lay  down  this  general  rule:  Pleasures  of  the  mind 
which  depend  on  ourselves,  so  far  surpass  those  of  the  body 
that  they  alone  are  sufficient  to  our  happiness.     Science  being 
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incapable  of  entering  into  particulars,  cannot  take  the  place  of 
conscience  ;  each  one  of  us  has  independently  to  strive  after 
the  best,  which,  like  the  true,  is  apprehended  on  evidence. 
And  since  life  allows  no  delays  we  must  be  content  to  possess 
a  good  will.  We  have  seen  that  Descartes  leads  us  from  good 
will  to  right  reason,  and  now,  from  right  reason,  we  find 
ourselves  thrown  back  on  good  will. 

But  the  contradiction  is  only  apparent,  for  knowledge  is 
closely  connected  with  freedom,  since  judgment  is  a  voluntary 
act,  and  to  affirm  or  to  deny  is  to  will.  Knowledge  both  pre- 
supposes and  flows  from  freedom.  I  owe  the  truth  to  myself, 
and  am  to  a  certain  extent  responsible  for  my  errors.  The 
Supreme  Good  is  good  will,  which  alone  depends  on  ourselves  ; 
but  good  will  is  nothing  else  than  the  will  "  to  make  the  best 
possible  use  of  our  minds  in  order  to  know  what  to  do  and 
what  to  avoid  on  every  occasion  in  life  "  {Letter  to  the 
Princess  Elizabeth,  1st  May,  1645).  Good  will  is  our  most 
precious  possession  ;  it  justifies  our  actions  abundantly  to 
ourselves  and  before  God,  and  it  insures  to  us  inward  content- 
ment ;  but  only  through  the  intellect  is  true  wisdom  attained. 
Wisdom  implies  knowledge.  Wisdom  should  be  our  ideal,  which 
it  is  the  duty  of  every  man  to  get  as  near  to  as  possible  ;  and 
the  inward  satisfaction  which  comes  from  this  striving  after 
the  best  constitutes  our  happiness. 

This  would  appear  to  be  a  solution  of  the  ethical  problem. 
But  may  not  the  vicissitudes  of  life  throw  the  soul  back  again 
into  the  bondage  of  pain  ?  Man  lives  in  a  world  in  which 
events  occur  over  which  he  has  no  control  ;  how  can  it  be 
said  that  he  depends  on  himself  alone  ?  Descartes  tries  to 
eliminate  such  unforeseen  events  from  the  problem  of  life,  by 
considering  man  in  his  relation  to  the  world  and  to  GoÂ 
Let  us  remember,  he  says,  that  everything  in  the  universe 
happens  mechanically,  according  to  inflexible  laws,  and  we  shall 
endeavour  to  change  the  nature  of  our  desires  rather  than  the 
order  of  the  world.  Fortune  is  "  merely  a  chimera,  born  of  an 
error  in  our  understanding"  {Pass.  II,  145).  If  we  were  once 
convinced  that  when  we  have  done  all  that  lies  in  our  power  the 
advantages  we  do  not  possess  are  all  equally  beyond  our  reach, 
"  we  should  no  more  desire  health,  when  ill,  or  freedom,  when 
in  prison,  than  we  now  do  bodies  as  incorruptible  as  diamonds, 
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or  wings  with  which  to  fly  like  birds  "  {Disc,  de  la  Méth.  3rd 
part).  The  consciousness  of  a  universal  necessity  delivers  us 
from  all  superfluous  regrets  or  desires. 

But  as  evil  exists  none  the  less  for  being  necessary,  this 
submission  to  the  laws  of  the  universe  resembles  a  defeat. 
There  would  appear  to  be  something  which  evades  the  good  and 
the  intelligible.  Yes,  if  we  forget  that  everything  depends  on 
God,  that  everything  is  arranged  by  His  Providence.  We 
cannot  penetrate  into  the  ways  of  God,  but  we  know  that 
they  express  the  highest  perfection  ;  and  when  we  have  acted 
as  we  thought  best,  this  knowledge  should  make  us  feel  con- 
tent, whatever  our  fate  may  be. 

"The  true  object  of  love  being  perfection,  when  we  lift  up  our  nrinds  to 
consider  God  as  He  is,  we  feel  ourselves  naturally  so  strongly  disposed  to 
love  Him  that  we  derive  joy  even  from  our  afflictions,  remembering  that, 
in  all  that  happens  to  us  His  will  is  fulfilled"  {Letter  to  the  Priivce&s 
Elizabeth^  13th  June,  1645).  "  Thus  it  is  that  man,  uniting  his  will  to  that 
of  God,  loves  Him  in  so  perfect  a  manner  as  to  desire  nothing  more  in 
this  world  but  that  the  will  of  God  be  done.  Consequently,  he  no  longer 
fears  either  death,  or  pain,  or  disgrace,  knowing  that  nothing  can  befall 
him  that  has  not  been  appointed  by  God,  and  he  has  so  great  a  love  for 
the  divine  ordinance,  he  deems  it  so  just  and  so  necessary,  he  knows 
himself  to  be  so  dependent  on  it,  that  even  when  he  is  expecting  death  or 
some  other  evil,  if  the  impossible  were  to  happen,  and  he  found  he  had 
the  power  to  alter  this  decree,  he  would  not  have  the  desire  to  do  so  " 
{Letter  to  M.  Chanut). 

Having  thus  fused  our  will  with  that  of  God,  we  participate 
in  His  omnipotence,  and  nothing  occurs  without  our  willing 
it.  Happiness  is  the  reward  of  virtue;  and  man's  supreme 
good  depends  on  man  himself. 

"  It  is  certain  that  if  a  man  who  is  well  born,  in  good  health,  and  in 
want  of  nothing,  at  the  same  time  is  as  wise  and  virtuous  as  another  who 
is  poor,  unhealthy,  and  deformed,  he  may  enjoy  a  more  complete  content- 
ment than  the  poor  man.  Nevertheless,  a^  a  small  vessel  may  be  as  full 
as  a  large  one,  though  containing  less  liquid,  so  also,  taking  the  content- 
ment of  each  individual  to  lie  in  the  fulness  and  satisfaction  of  his  desires, 
I  have  no  doubt  that,  when  these  are  regulated  according  to  reason,  the 
poorest  man  and  the  least  favoured  by  fortune  and  nature  may  be  as 
entirely  content  and  satisfied  as  other  men"  {Letter  to  the  Princess 
Elizabeth,  1st  May,  1645).  "By  the  internal  felicity  which  good  will 
of  itself  produces,  we  may  hinder  all  the  evils  that  come  from  without 
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however  great,  from  going  any  deeper  into  our  souls  than  does  the 
sadness  excited  by  actors  when  they  represent  some  tragic  event" 
{Letter  to  the  Princess  Elizabeth,  March,  1646). 

Life's  external  order  may  be  disturbed  by  accidents,  but  not 
the  inward  harmony  of  the  soul  ;  for  accidents  are  necessary,  and 
since  they  are  part  of  God's  purpose,  we  should  not  only  accept 
but  desire  them.  Hence  nothing  can  happen  that  is  contrary 
to  our  desire.  To  make  our  will  and  our  understanding  one 
with  the  will  and  understanding  of  God — in  this  lies  the  whole 

of  morality. 

In  this  way,  then,  our  soul,  which  was  at  first  threatened  with 
bondage,  becomes  free;  the  passions  which  it  experiences  are  no 
longer  the  expression  of  the  affections  of  the  body;  its  love  being 
no  longer  the  effect  of  the  course  of  the  animal  spirits,  is  born 
of  an  act  of  judgment  which  disposes  the  soul  to  become  attached 
in  will  to  the  things  that  it  deems  good  {Pass.  II,  79).   Its  joys, 
which  are  purely  intellectual,  spring   from   its   own  activity 
alone.     Not  only  is  the  soul  no  longer  the  expression  of  the 
body,  but  their  relations  are  reversed.     It  is  now  the  body  that 
expresses  the  soul  by  its  movements,  and   becomes  its  slave. 
There  is  a  passion  that  corresponds  to  virtue — true  nobility, 
which  causes  a  man  to  form  as  high  an  opinion  of  himself 
as  he  legitimately  can.     Nobility  is  the  bodily  expression  of 
virtue.     It  consists  of  right  notions  and  principles  of  morality, 
enforced  by  the  action  of  the  animal  spirits.    Even  that  highest, 
most  spiritual   kind   of  love,  the   love  of   God,  may  become 
a  passion,  and  affect  the  course  of  the  spirits.     Thus  the  soul 
is  its  own  mistress    because    its    thoughts    depend  on   itself 
alone,  and    it    is    mistress    of   the  body  because  the  body  is 
the  expression  of  the  soul,  and  only  gives  back  to  it,  undpr 
the  form  of  passions,  its  own  acts  and  thoughts.      Finally,  the 
soul  is  mistress  of  the  world  because  it  is  united  to  God  by 
love,   and   participates,  therefore,  in   His   will    and   sovereign 
power.  • 

Malehranche  :  Ratios  of  Perfection  ;  Love  of  the  Universal 
Order» 

A  science  of  goods  and  of  their  relative  value  remained  a 
desideratum  in  the  ethical  system  of  Descartes,  who  contented 
himself  with  saying  that  the  Good,  as  well  as  the  True,  is  dis- 
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covered  by  the  light  of  evidence.  Malehranche  in  his  Ethic^ 
develops  this  idea,  which  was  merely  suggested  by  Descartes. 
There  are  two  kinds  of  relation  between  things  :  a  relation  of 
magnitude  and  a  relation  of  perfection.  The  former  has  to  do 
with  truth,  the  latter  with  order;  the  former  bears  on  pure 
science,  the  latter  on  Ethics. 

If  the  human  intellect,  fashioned  diversely  by  custom  and 
education, and  different  at  different  periods,  is  able  to  discover  this 
immutable  order,  it  is  because  there  is  in  it  a  divine  impersonal 
element,  namely,  reason,  the  Eternal  Word  by  which  all  minds 
are  united.  Reason  is  the  Divine  voice  speaking  in  us,  and  he 
who  listens  not  to  it  falls  into  error  and  disorder.  "  He  who 
values  his  horse  more  than  his  coachman,  and  he  who  thinks 
that  a  stone  has  in  itself  a  greater  worth  than  a  fly  or  the 
smallest  organism,  does  not  perceive  what  perhaps  he  imagines 
himself  to  perceive;  for  it  is  not  universal  reason,  but  individual 
reason,  that  leads  him  to  judge  things  so"  (Morale,  I,  i,  13). 

Again,  it  is  because  universal  reason  is  not  followed  that 
morality  differs  in  different  countries  and  at  different  periods. 

"  Thus  with  the  Germans  it  is  virtuous  to  be  able  to  drink.  One  can 
have  no  intercourse  with  them  if  one  does  not  get  drunk.  It  is  not 
reason  but  wine  that  binds  society  together,  and  makes  settlements  and 
contracts  "  (Morale,  I,  ii,  7). 

Love  of  the  order  in  things  is  the  only  virtue.  Actions 
that  are  merely  in  conformity  with  this  order,  namely,  duties 
(the  KaOrJKovTa  of  the  Stoics),  are  to  be  distinguished  from 
those  which  are  inspired  by  the  love  of  this  order,  namely, 
virtues. 

"  We  must  not,  owing  to  the  agreement  between  the  terms,  confuse 
virtues  with  duties.  Men  are  deceived  by  this.  Some  there  are  who 
imagine  that  they  are  following  virtue  when  they  only  follow  the  natural 
inclination  which  they  have  to  fulfil  certain  duties  ;  and  as  they  are  by  no 
means  led  by  reason,  they  are  in  fact  excessively  vicious  the  while  they 
imagine  themselves  heroes  of  virtue  "  {Morale,  I,  ii,  6).  "  He  who  gives 
his  fortune  to  the  poor,  either  through  vanity  or  natural  compassion,  is 
not  liberal,  because  he  is  not  led  by  reason  ;  and  his  action  is  not  inspired 
by  love  of  the  order  of  things,  but  is  the  result  of  pride  or  of  a  merely 
natural  tendency  "  {Ibid.  §  i). 

Virtue,  therefore,  is  more  than  submission  pure  and  simple 
to    the    order    of    things.      It    is    submission    through    love 
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•of  this  order.  It  is,  moreover,  not  an  actual  and  momentary 
obedience,  but  one  that  is  continuous  and  has  grown  into  a 
habit.  "  Virtue  is  a  habitual,  free,  and  dominating  love  of  the 
--immutable  order  "  {Ibid.  I,  iii,  20). 

To  love  this  order  is  to  love  beings  and  things  in  proportion 
to  their  perfection,  and  is  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  to  love 
God,  Who  is  absolute  perfection,  above  all  things  ;  and, 
secondly,  to  love  all  other  things  only  according  to  their  rela- 
tion to  God  ;  or,  better  still,  to  love  only  God  in  them,  that  is 
to  say,  the  perfection  in  them  which  makes  them  worthy  of 
love.  The  love  of  order  is  therefore  union  with  God,  by  con- 
formity of  mind  and  will. 

As  God  necessarily  loves  order  and  all  things  according  to 
this  order.  He  loves  Himself  above  everything,  and  next  to 
Himself  His  creatures,  in  so  far  as  He  finds  Himself  in  them, 
that  is  to  say,  according  to  the  degree  of  being  and  perfection 
which  they  possess.  There  are  two  kinds  of  love,  the  one 
kindness  or  esteem,  the  other  the  love  of  union.  The  first 
consists  in  loving  things  only  in  so  far  as  they  are  lovable  ;  the 
latter  consists  in  giving  oneself  wholly,  without  reserve,  to  the 
beloved  object,  or,  in  a  word,  in  uniting  oneself  with  it  (Ibid.  I, 
iii,  8).  God  alone  deserves  to  be  loved  in  this  way,  because 
He  is  perfection.  He  is  the  Good  in  itself,  and  He  alone  also 
is  the  efficient  cause  of  all  the  actions  of  His  creatures.  It  is 
therefore  in  Him  only  that  we  must  love  His  creatures.  It  is 
according  to  His  will  and  His  law  that  we  must  measure  out 
-to  them  the  love  which  is  benevolence. 

This  is  the  principle  that  governs  practical  morality.  The 
law  of  God  and  of  all  things  in  Him  is  the  sovereign  rule  of 
conduct,  as  vision  in  God  is  the  law  of  knowledge.  Man 
should  only  love  in  himself  that  which  makes  him  worthy  of 
love  in  the  eyes  of  God.  Eeason  is  God  present  in  us.  We 
are  the  temples  in  which  His  wisdom  dwells,  and  in  which  He 
desires  to  be  adored.  We  should  fight  against  everything  in 
us  that  is  an  obstacle  to  reason — against  the  senses,  the 
imagination,  the  passions  (Ibid.  II,  xi,  xii,  xiii).  The 
cultivation  of  reason  is  homage  rendered  to  God.  Attention 
is  a  natural  prayer,  by  means  of  which  we  receive  illumination 
from  reason.  "  Strength  and  freedom  of  mind,  which  consist 
in  being  disposed  to  seek  and  follow  truth,  and  to  accept  it 
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solely   on  evidence,  are  virtues  and   cardinal  virtues  "  (Ibid, 
I,  vi,  5). 

Social  morality  is  inspired  by  the  same  spirit  as  private 
morality.  Our  love  for  others  must  be  regulated  by  theii 
relation  to  God.  The  sovereign  is  the  man  among  all  others 
who  has  the  highest  place  in  our  esteem,  because  he  is  nothing 
less  than  the  representative  of  God  on  earth.  In  his  presence, 
not  only  our  bodies  but  our  minds  should  be  bowed  down  in 
reverence.  We  must  humble  ourselves  and  respect  the 
greatness  and  majesty  of  God  in  the  power  of  the  prince 
(Ibid.  II,  ix,  2).  But  the  lowest  among  men  is  also  worthy 
of  our  goodwill  and  our  esteem. 

"  We  must  not  only  respect  and  show  respect  to  the  lowest  among  men, 
and  to  the  poor,  but  also  to  sinners  and  to  those  who  commit  the  worst 
crimes.  Their  lives  are  abominable,  their  conduct  is  contemptible,  but 
their  persons  are  still  deserving  of  respect  "  (Ibid.  II,  vii,  4). 

And  this  is  because  they  have  never  ceased  to  be  the  temples 
of  Jesus  Christ  and  to  form  with  us  part  of  an  eternal  society 
in  God.  Even  the  child  should  be  to  his  parents  an  object  of 
respect,  no  less  than  of  affection.  He  should  not  be  governed 
by  force,  but  his  feeble  reason  should  be  led  by  gentle 
persuasion. 

"Let  no  father  imagine,  that  as  a  father,  he  has  an  absolute  and 
independent  authority  over  his  son.  He  only  is  a  father  through  the 
efficacy  of  God's  power,  and  he  should  only  govern  according  to  His  law  '* 
(Ibid.  II,  X,  18). 

Thus  all  duties  have  their  principle  in  the  love  of  God, 
which  is  the  only  virtue,  though  it  takes  various  forms 
corresponding  exactly  with  our  various  duties. 

Spinoza  :  Determinism;  There  is  no  Absolute  Good  or  Evil  ; 
The  Good  for  Man  ;  Theory  of  Goods  ;  Bondage  and  Freedom, 
Spinoza  a  Utilitarian  and  Mystic. 

The  consciousness  of  a  universal  necessity  which  is  only  one 
element,  or  moment,  in  the  Ethics  of  Descartes,  is  the  first 
principle  and  the  end  of  morality  with  Spinoza,  who  makes 
no  distinction  between  this  consciousness  and  the  love  of  God. 
In  this  as  in  other  respects  Spinoza's  doctrine  is  Cartesianism 
made  logical,  simplified,  and  impoverished.      It  is  remarkable 
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that  the  principal  work  of  Spinoza  should  be  a  theory  of 
Ethics,  seeing  that  he  denies  both  freedom  and  the  existence 
of  good  and  evil.  Human  actions,  according  to  him,  are 
governed  by  an  inflexible  mechanism.  The  belief  in  free  will 
is  an  illusion  and  a  folly.  Indignation  against  the  wicked  is 
childishness,  A  madman  is  no  more  bound  to  live  according 
to  the  dictates  of  reason  than  the  cat  is  bound  to  live  accord- 
ing to  the  laws  of  a  lion's  nature  {Theol.  Pol.  Ch.  XVI). 

But  if  we  are  necessarily  subject  to  the  laws  of  our  nature, 
may  we  not  lay  the  blame  of  our  sins  and  misfortunes  on 
God  ?     No. 

"Men  are  in  God's  power  as  clay  is  in  the  hands  of  the  potter,  who  from 
the  same  lump  makes  vessels  some  to  honour  some  to  dishonour  "  {Rom. 
IX,  21).  "  No  one  can  bring  a  complaint  against  God  for  having  given 
him  a  weak  nature  or  infirm  spirit.  A  circle  might  as  well  complain 
to  God  of  not  being  endowed  with  the  properties  of  a  sphere,  or  a  child 
who  is  tortured,  say,  with  stone,  for  not  being  given  a  healthy  body,  as 
a  man  of  feeble  spirit  because  God  has  denied  to  him  fortitude  and  the 
true  knowledge  and  love  of  the  Deity,  or  because  he  is  endowed  with 
so  weak  a  nature  that  he  cannot  check  or  moderate  his  desires  "  {Letters  to 
Oldenburg,  23  and  25). 

To  desire  things  to  be  otherwise  than  they  are,  to  chafe 
against  nature,  is  to  fail  to  recognize  that  all  that  is  is  neces- 
sary, and  is  of  necessity  that  which  it  is. 

On  the  other  hand,  that  which  is  necessary  cannot  fail  to  be 
good,  and,  from  the  ethical  point  of  view,  necessity  should  be 
called  God,  Providence,  or  Wisdom.  Thus  every  event  is 
justified  by  the  very  fact  of  its  occurrence  which  is  in  imme- 
diate connection  with  the  supreme  necessity.  The  distinction 
between  good  and  evil  has  no  absolute  value  :  "  For  we  all 
admire  in  animals  qualities  which  we  regard  with  dislike  and 
aversion  in  men,  such  as  the  pugnacity  of  bees,  the  jealousy  of 
doves"  {Letter  to  Blyeribergh).  The  moral  sanction  is  not 
founded  on  responsibility,  but  is  a  consequence  of  the  necessary, 
fixed  order  of  things. 

**  He  who  goes  mad  from  the  bite  of  a  dog  is  assuredly  excusable,  yet 
he  is  rightly  suffocated.  Lastly,  he  who  cannot  govern  his  desires  and 
keep  them  in  check  from  fear  of  the  laws,  though  his  weakness  may 
be  excusable,  cannot,  nevertheless,  enjoy  either  peace  of  soul  or  the 
knowledge  and  love  of  God,  but  necessarily  perishes"  {Letter  to 
Oldenhurgy  25). 
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In  one  sense,  therefore,  there  is  for  Spinoza  neither  good  nor 
evil  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  because  the  same  explanation 
serves  for  all  things,  all  things  are  to  be  regarded  as  identical 
or  equal.  Tout  expliquer  n'est  pas  tout  confondre.  There 
are  things  that  may  be  called  good  or  useful,  bad  or  harmful, 
according  as  they  increase  or  diminish  our  perfection,  that  is  to 
say,  according  as  they  bring  us  nearer  to  God  or  lead  us 
further  away  from  Him.  Thus,  in  so  far  as  we  perceive  that  a 
thing  affects  us  with  pleasure  or  sorrow  we  call  it  good  or  evil 
{Ethics  IV,  Prop.  viii).  Pantheism,  which  justifies  the  existence 
of  all  things,  is  careful  not  to  despise  the  lower  kinds 
of  good. 

"Therefore  to  make  use  of  what  comes  in  our  way  and  to  enjoy  it  as 
much  as  possible  (not  to  the  point  of  satiety,  for  that  would  not  be  enjoy- 
ment) is  the  part  of  a  wise  man.  I  say  it  is  the  part  of  a  wise  man  to 
refresh  and  recreate  himself  with  moderate  and  pleasant  food  and  drink, 
and  also  with  perfumes,  with  the  soft  beauty  of  growing  plants,  with 
dress  and  with  music,  with  many  sports,  with  theatres  and  the  like,  such 
as  every  man  may  make  use  of  without  injury  to  his  neighbour"  {Ihid. 
Prop.  XIV,  note). 

.Toy  is  good,  the  gloomy  meditations  of  the  mystic  are 
foolishness.  "  A  free  man  thinks  of  nothing  less  than  of 
death  ;  and  his  wisdom  is  a  meditation  not  of  death  but  of 
life"  {Ihid.  Prop.  XL VI I).  While  he  approves  all  kinds  of 
pleasure,  Spinoza  does  not  omit  to  determine  the  value  of  each 
one  in  particular,  and  to  give  it  a  place  according  to  its  utility 
or,  what  comes  to  the  same  thing,  according  to  its  degree  of 
being  or  perfection.  "  There  is  no  small  difference  between  the 
joy  which  actuates,  say,  a  drunkard,  and  the  joy  possessed  by  a 
philosopher"  {Ihid.  Ill,  Prop.  LVII,  note).  In  this  way  Spinoza 
establishes  a  dialectic,  or  a  hierarchy  of  goods. 

The  good  is  freedom,  evil  is  hondage,  and  the  degrees  of 
perfection  are  indicated  by  the  degrees  of  freedom.  Bondage 
means  subjection  to  the  passions,  or  life  according  to  appetite. 
Appetite,  being  connected  with  the  imagination  and  the  senses, 
has  for  its  object  the  goods  that  are  present,  trivial,  and 
fleeting.  The  man  who  yields  to  these  is  swayed  by  inadequate 
and  confused  ideas.  Freedom,  on  the  other  hand,  consists  in 
living  under  the  dominion  of  reason,  which  conceives  things 
under  the  form  of  eternity  {sub  specie  aeternitatis)  and  is  attracted 
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by  future  goods  as  well  as  by  those  which  are  present  and 
immediate.  Reason  makes  known  to  each  one  what  is  in  con- 
'"formity  to  his  nature  and  useful  to  him.  Lastly,  reason  has 
for  its  object  an  imperishable  good,  namely,  knowledge,  and  more 
especially  knowledge  of  the  eternal  truths.  But  Spinoza  can 
only  show  us  the  means  by  which  man  becomes  free,  that  is, 
knowledge  ;  we  cannot  make  ourselves  free,  we  only  know  how 
freedom  comes  to  us. 

"  An  emotion  which  is  a  passion  ceases  to  be  a  passion  as  soon  as  we 
form  a  clear  and  distinct  idea  thereof"  {Ethics^  V,  Prop.  III).  "  An  emotion, 
therefore,  becomes  more  under  our  control,  and  the  mind  is  less  passive  in 
respect  to  it,  in  proportion  as  it  is  more  known  to  us"  {Ibid.  Coroll).  "But 
what  is  it  to  know  things  if  not  to  understand  their  necessity  ?  The  mind 
has  greater  power  over  the  emotions  and  is  less  subject  thereto  in  so  far 
as  it  understands  all  things  as  necessary  "  (Ibid.  Prop.  VI). 

In  governing  our  passions  we  make  our  desires  as  well  as 
)ur  thoughts  conform  to  the  order  of  the  universe.  Freedom 
is  the  identification  of  ourselves  with  the  universal  necessity, 
for  we  become  free  through  knowledge,  and  knowledge  is 
participation  in  Being,  and  as  there  is  only  one  Being,  with 
the  necessary  Being. 

With  Spinoza,  as  with  Parmenides  and  Plato,  thought  is 
identical  with  its  object;  so  that,  in  so  far  as  it  possesses  know- 
ledge of  eternal  truth,  the  mind  is  itself  eternal,  and  in  so  far 
as  it  extends  this  knowledge  it  also  increases  its  share  of 
immortality.  In  like  manner,  to  know  God  is  to  participate 
in  His  essence  ;  and  if  man,  having  reached  the  term  of  his 
moral  development,  is  truly  free,  it  is  because,  being  then 
united  to  God  by  intellectual  intuition,  he  is  himself  God,  and 
forms  part  of  the  supreme  necessity,  which  is  called  freedom 
because  it  develops  only  according  to  the  law  of  its  own  nature. 
Freedom  for  man  consists,  therefore,  in  being  one  with  God, 
with  the  Being,  that  is,  who,  considered  as  He  is  in  Himself,  is 
to  be  called  necessary,  but  considered  in  His  relation  to  other 
things,  which  are  merely  the  modes  of  His  activity,  is  to  be 
called  free. 

Spinoza  liked  to  join  together  contrary  terms,  such  as 
freedom  and  necessity.  Following  his  example,  one  may  say  of 
him  that  he  was  at  the  same  time,  and  without  inconsistency, 
both  a  utilitarian  and  a  mystic  ;  for  he  gives  as  the  principle  of 
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his  Ethics  now  the  tendency  of  a  being  to  persevere  and  to  perfect 
himself  in  his  being — the  love  of  self;  now  the  intellectual  love 
of  God.  The  reason  of  this  is  that  to  him  these  two  kinds  of 
love  are  only  one.  It  is  the  nature  of  man  to  know,  and  the 
object  of  knowledge  is  Being  in  all  its  degrees  and  in  all  its 
forms,  but  principally  in  its  highest  form,  which  is  the  Eternal 
and  the  Divine.  "  Hence  the  mind's  greatest  good  is  the  know-» 
ledge  of  God,  and  the  mind's  highest  virtue  is  to  know  God  " 
IV,  Prop.  XXVIII).  But  to  know  God  is  to  love  Him,  for  love 
is  nothing  else  than  joy  accompanied  by  the  idea  of  its  object. 
Again,  to  love  God  is  to  love  one's  self,  and  to  love  one's  self 
the  more  according  as  one  is  in  a  manner  more  fully  one's  self  ; 
since  he  who  has  reached  the  term  of  knowledge  has  also 
reached  the  highest  development  of  his  own  nature.  Thus  the 
love  of  self  leads  to  the  love  of  God,  and  the  love  of  God  is 
only  a  higher  form  of  self-love. 

But  having  described  the  Ethical  theory  of  Spinoza  as  a  higher 
kind  of  Utilitarianism,  we  must  now,  with  apparent  self-contra- 
diction, show  that  from  another  point  of  view  his  system  is 
characterized  by  a  noble  disinterestedness.     For  he  repudiates 
as  servile  the  virtue  that  is  based  merely  on  the  fear  of  hell  or 
on  the  hope  of  another  life.    He  cannot  adequately  express  his 
contempt  for  the  common  opinion  according  to  which  "  piety, 
religion,  and  generally  all  things  attributable  to  firmness  of  mind 
are   burdens   which  after  death  men  hope  to  lay  aside"  (V, 
Prop.  XLI,  note).    What  an  insult  to  morality  is  this  shameful 
fear  of  the  tortures  of  Hell,  which  makes  so  many  unfortunate 
men  bear  the  "  crushing  burden  of  piety  !  "  and   how  much 
nobler  and  more  pure,  according  to  Spinoza,  is  the  notion  which 
he  would  have  us  form  of  virtue  1    "  Even  if  we  did  not  know 
that  our  mind  is  eternal,  we  should  still  consider  as  of  primary 
importance  piety  and  religion,  and  generally  all  things  which 
we    have    shown    to    be   attributable   to   courage    and    high- 
mindedness  "  (V,  XLI).     Are  we  to  understand  by  this  that, 
like  Kant,  Spinoza  regards  virtue  and  happiness  as  antagonistic, 
so  that  the  one  requires  the  sacrifice  of  the  other  ?     On  the 
contrary,  he  holds   that  the  all-wise  necessity  by  which  the 
world    is    governed    has    inseparably    linked    happiness    with 
the  life  that  is  rational  and  free,  and  he  finds  man's  happiness 
in  perfection  and  virtue  alone. 
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"  Blessedness  is  not  the  reward  of  virtue,  but  virtue  itself  ;  neither  do 
we  rejoice  therein  because  we  control  our  lusts,  but  contrariwise,  it  is 
because  we  rejoice  therein  that  we  are  able  to  control  our  lusts  "  (V,  XLII). 

To  sum  up:  the  happy  life, the  free,  rational,  or  divine  life— for 
all  these  terms  correspond  to  the  different  points  of  view  from 
which  the  one  and  the  same  thing  may  be  considered— is  the 
development  of  the  human  mind  according  to  its  special  nature, 
its  progress  towards  its  end,  namely,  the  knowledge  and  the  love 

of  God. 

We   have    considered    the   human   mind   in  its    individual 
development  only  ;  but  it  has  merely  to  obey  the  laws  of  its  own 
nature  in  order  to  be  in  harmony  with  other  minds.     Where 
•  morality  prevails  the  rules  of  social  life  are  observed.     What 
divides   men   is   their    appetites,   because   these    are    directed 
towards  objects  which  cannot  be  shared,  as  for  example  wealth. 
In  setting  the  life  of  reason  above  the  life  of  appetite,  morality, 
although  occupied  solely  with  the  perfection  of  the  individual, 
serves  by  way  of  reaction  the  social  interest.     Reason  unites 
men  :  it  is  passion  that  divides  them,  for  the  object  of  reason 
is  God,  who  gives  Himself  to  all   without  reserve,  and  com- 
municates Himself  without  losing  Himself.     Nay,  it  is  in  the 
nature  of  this  Supreme  Good,  which  is  called  the  knowledge 
and   the  love  of  God,   to  grow,  in  a  manner,  by  the  common 
possession  of  it. 

«  This  love  towards  God  cannot  be  stained  by  the  emotion  of  envy  or 
jealousy  :  contrariwise  it  is  the  more  fostered  as  we  conceive  a  greater 
number  of  men  to  be  joined  to  God  by  the  same  bond  of  love  "  (Pai-t  V, 
Prop.  XX). 

Thus  the  love  of  God  is  the  binding  force  in  social  life,  and 
therefore  the  principle  on  which  the  whole  of  morality  depends 

Ethics  of  Leibnitz  :   The  Sovereign  Good  ;    The  Moral  Instinct 
and  Reason  ;  Nature  and  Grace  ;  Theory  of  Love. 

Leibnitz,  like  Spinoza  and  Malebranche,  regards  perfection 
'  as  the  end  of  morality,  and  intelligence  as  the  principle  of  per- 
fection. According  to  him,  the  fact  that  our  actions  are 
psychologically  determined  does  not  deprive  them  of  their 
moral  character,  any  more  than  the  fact  that  our  judgments 
are  psychologically  determined  prevents  them  from  being  true 
or  false.    Just  as  we  need  logic  for  the  direction  of  our  under- 
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standing,  so  also  do  we  need  an  ethical  system  for  the  guidance 
of  our  will.  The  natural  good  of  a  being  consists  in  its 
perfection. 

"  All  that  elevates  the  soul  I  call  perfection.  Perfection  consists  in  the 
force  of  action  ;  and  as  there  is  in  every  being  a  certain  force,  the  greater 
the  force  the  higher  and  more  free  is  its  essence.  Moreover,  the  greater 
a  force  is  the  more  manifest  is  plurality  in  unity  in  it.  Now  the  one  in 
the  many  is  nothing  else  than  harmony,  and  from  harmony  beauty  springs, 
and  beauty  engenders  love"  {Ueher  die  Gliickseligkeit^  Erdmann's  Edn. 
p.  672). 

The  perfection  of  a  rational  being  is  measured  by  the  sum 
of  his  distinct  perceptions  {Letter  to  Wolff).  Moral  good  is 
therefore  the  striving  after  knowledge,  the  cultivation  of  reason, 
the  continuous  progress  from  confused  to  distinct  perceptions. 
l*leasure  for  a  living  being  is  nothing  else  than  its  consciousness 
of  perfection,  and  perfection  and  happiness  are  identical  terms. 
Moral  life  is  therefore  the  continuous  passage  from  a  lesser  to 
a  greater  perfection,  and  hence  the  progressive  conquest  of 
happiness.  There  is  thus  a  foundation  of  good  in  the  nature 
of  the  object  itself,  and  it  is  the  natural  good  which  becomes 
moral  good  when  will  is  added.  Bonum  naturale  quum  est 
voluntarium  est  bonum  morale  (Ibid.). 

Nature  of  itself  leads  man  to  his  end,  that  is,  to  happiness, 
for  nature  inclines  us  to  pursue  joy  and  avoid  sorrow  {Mw 
Essays,  I,  II,  1).  Now  joy  is  a  sign  of  our  free  development 
and  advancement  towards  perfection.  Inclination  to  pleasure 
implies  therefore  a  desire  for  perfection  vaguely  and  confusedly 
felt,  but  real  and  effectual;  and  nature,  whence  this  desire 
comes  to  us,  is  found  to  be  virtually  moral.  So  there  exists 
further  a  general  social  instinct,  an  affection  between  the  male 
and  female,  between  father  and  children,  "  which  are  part  of 
this  natural  law,  or  this  image  of  law,  which,  according  to  the 
Roman  juris  consulti,  nature  has  taught  the  animals  "  (Ibid.  9). 
Does  morality  consist,  then,  in  following  Nature  ?  Rousseau's 
doctrine  was  criticised  in  advance  by  Leibnitz.  Instinct,  being 
entirely  concerned  with  the  present,  is  not  a  safe  guide. 

*'  For  felicity  is  only  a  lasting  joy  ;  our  inclination,  however,  does 
not  tend  to  felicity  proper,  but  to  joy,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  present.  It  is 
reason  which  prompts  to  future  and  enduring  welfare"  (Ibid.  3). 
Moreover,  instinct  is  blind  :  "  the  appetitions,  called  in  the  schools  jnotiis 
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primo  primi,  are  like  the  natural  tendency  of  the  stone,  which  goes  by  the 
most  direct,  but  not  always  the  best  path  towards  the  centre  of  the  earth  ; 
for  it  is  not  able  to  see  beforehand  that  it  will  meet  rocks,  upon  which 
it  will  break  in  pieces,  while  it  would  approach  its  end  more  directly 
if  it  had  mind,  and  the  means  of  turning  aside  from  them.  Thus  it  is 
that  by  going  straight  for  present  pleasure  we  sometimes  fall  over  the 
precipice  of  unhappiness  "  {Ibid.  II,  XXI,  36). 

In  short,  instinct  is  confused  perception,  which  should  make 
way  for  perception  that  is  distinct.  The  impressions  which 
nature  has  given  us  are  only  helps  to  reason,  and  should  not 
take  the  place  of  reason.  It  is  not  enough  for  us  that  we  are 
prompted  to  acts  of  humanity  by  instinct,  or  hecause  it  pleases  us  ; 
we  must  further  be  induced  to  do  them  hy  our  reason  and 
hecause  it  is  just  {New  Essays,  1,  II,  4).  All  these  innate 
principles  which  we  feel  and  approve  even  when  we  have  no 
proof   of   them,  should  be  converted  into  fixed  maxims,  into 

distinct  truths. 
y  Leibnitz  is  not  one  of  those  philosophers  who  see  in 
,  instinct  the  enemy  of  reason;  but  he  reconciles  them  although 
he  also  distinguishes  between  them.  The  former  belongs  to 
every  kind  of  soul,  the  latter  is  the  privilege  of  spirits  or 
rational  souls.  One  leaves  us  in  the  physical  realm  of 
nature,  the  other  admits  us  into  the  moral  realm  of  grace. 
Instinct  has  moral  vahie  only  in  so  far  as  it  leads  to  reason  ; 
in  the  same  way,  nature  is  sanctified  by  preparing  the  way  for 
grace,  by  contributing  through  its  laws  to  the  triumph  of 
justice.  • 

"  We  should  also  notice  here  another  harmony  between  the  physical 
kingdom  of  nature  and  the  moral  kingdom  of  grace  ;  that  is,  between  God 
considered  as  the  architect  of  the  mechanism  of  the  universe,  and  God 
considered  as  monarch  of  the  divine  city  of  spirits"  (Monadology,  87). 
.  "And  therefore  sins,  by  the  decree  of  nature  and  by  virtue  even  of  the 
mechanical  structure  of  things,  must  carry  their  punishment  with  them, 
and  in  the  same  way  good  actions  will  obtain  their  rewards  by 
mechanical  ways  through  their  relation  to  bodies,  although  this  may  not, 
and  ought  not  always  to  happen  immediately  "  {Ihid.  89). 

But  the  harmony  between  the  two  realms  does  not  go  so 
far  as  to  make  them  identical  ;  God  does  not  look  in  the  same 
way  on  souls  which  are  merely  mirrors  of  the  universe,  "  and  on 
spirits  which  are  His  own  image"  To  the  former,  He  is  only 
*'  what  an  inventor  is  to  his  machines  "  ;  to  the  latter,  He  is 
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"  what  a  prince  is  to  his  subjects,  or  even  a  father  to  his 
children  "  {Monadology,  84).  Reason  is  infinitely  higher  than 
nature  ;  it  brings  us  nearer  to  God  and  in  a  manner  makes  us 
participate  in  His  creative  power,  for  "  our  soul  is  architectonic 
in  its  voluntary  actions,  and,  discovering  the  sciences  according 
to  which  God  has  regulated  things  {pondère,  mensura,  numéro, 
etc.)  it  imitates  in  its  department  and  in  the  little  world  where 
it  is  permitted  to  exercise  itself,  what  God  does  in  the  large 
world  "  {Principles  of  Nature  and  Grace,  14).  Again,  reason 
makes  us  enter  into  a  "  sort  of  society  with  God,"  and  places 
us  under  the  laws  of  that  perfect  government  of  spirits  in 
which  no  good  action  goes  unrewarded,  and  no  wicked  action 
unpunished. 

Finally,  reason  is  both  the  Absolute  Good  and  our  individual  * 
good.  Reason  constitutes  our  essence,  and  morality,  whose 
object  is  the  development  of  our  individual  perfection,  is  the 
same  thing  as  the  cultivation  of  reason  in  us.  We  shall  have 
reached  moral  perfection  when  our  soul  has  risen  to  distinct 
perception,  for  the  violent  desires  of  blind  passion  will  always 
have  less  force  than  the  persuasive  sweetness  of  enlightened 
reason. 

"  If  a  truth  has  no  effect  on  the  mind  it  is  because  it  has  not  been  given 
the  degree  of  distinctness  of  which  it  is  capable.  In  spite  of  appearances 
truth  is  the  strongest  thing  in  the  world,  provided  we  are  not  content  to 
consider  it  from  the  outside  and  merely  to  call  it  by  its  name,  but  pene- 
trate into  its  recesses  and  perceive  distinctly  the  logic  and  harmony 
contained  in  it  "  (Erdmann's  Edn.  269,  a). 

The  more  our  reason  is  developed,  and  the  further  it 
extends,  the  more  also  will  it  unite  itself  with  all  that  is. 
Like  every  other  monad,  our  mind  is  a  mirror  of  the  universe. 
The  more  it  becomes  conscious  of  its  own  true  nature,  the 
more  also  will  it  become  conscious  of  its  relation  to  other 
beings.  Hence  according  as  it  advances  towards  perfection 
it  rejoices  more  and  more  in  the  perfection  and  the  joy  of 
other  beings.  In  other  words,  the  more  perfect  it  becomes,  the 
more  it  loves.  To  love  or  to  cherish,  is  to  rejoice  in  the 
happiness  of  others,  or  what  comes  to  the  same  thing,  it  is  to 
make  the  happiness  of  another  one's  own.  Amare  sive 
diligere  est  felicitate  alterius  delectare,  vel  quod  eodem  redit,  félicita- 
tern  alienam  adsciscere  in  suam  {De  notions  jur.  et  j\ist.  Erdm. 
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p.  118).  Love  is  disinterested,  since  we  feel  the  happiness 
of  him  whom  we  love  as  our  own,  and  consequently  we 
enjoy  his  happiness  directly,  without  thinking  of  any  ulterior 
advantage.  This  love  is  at  first  bestowed  on  other  men,  for 
nothing  is  more  natural  to  us  than  to  take  part  in  their  perfec- 
tion and  their  joy,  but  it  is  in  God  that  love  finds  its  supreme 
object.  The  love  of  God  is  disinterested,  for  it  is  caused  by 
no  sensible  attraction,  and  at  the  same  time  it  is  our  greatest 
good,  our  nearest  interest,  for  God  is  our  good  and  our 
perfection. 

"  God  being  the  most  perfect,  and  the  most  happy,  and  consequently 
the  most  lovable  of  substances,  and  truly  pure  love  consisting  in  the  state 
which  finds  pleasure  in  the  perfections  and  happiness  of  the  beloved 
object,  this  love  ought  to  give  us  the  greatest  pleasure  of  which  we  are 
capable,  when  God  is  its  object  .  .  .  from  the  present  time  on,  the  law  of 
God  makes  us  enjoy  a  foretaste  of  future  felicity  ...  it  gives  us  perfect 
confidence  in  the  goodness  of  our  Author  and  Master,  producing  a  true 
tranquillity  of  mind,  not  like  the  Stoics,  who  force  themselves  to  patience, 
but  by  a  present  content  which  assures  us  a  future  happiness  "  {Principles 
of  Nature  and  Grace"  §§  16,  18). 

To  love  God  is  to  rise  to  the  comprehension  of  His  goodness, 
to  understand  that  the  world,  being  governed  by  Him,  cannot 
be  anything  but  good  ;  that  it  is  at  least  the  best  of  all  possil)le 
worlds;  and  if  order  has  not  at  the  present  moment  been 
realized,  everything  must  finally  result  for  the  well  being  of 
the  good,  that  is  of  those  who  are  not  discontented  in  this  gVeat 
State,  who  having  done  their  duty,  trust  in  Providence 
{Monadology,  90).  Underlying  the  ethical  system  of  Leibnitz 
we  recognize  his  metaphysical  optimism.  In  declaring  that 
life  is  good,  he  only  gives  expression  to  the  general  thesis  of 
which  his  whole  ethical  system  is  the  proof.  Life  is  good 
•  because  everything  in  it  has  its  reason,  because,  as  we  have 
seen,  nature,  passion,  and  the  senses,  rightly  viewed,  are  not 
contrary  nor  even  foreign  to  morality,  because  the  individual 
good,  the  okeiov  epyov  of  Aristotle,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the 
Absolute  Good  of  which  Plato  speaks,  because  enlightened 
egoism  finds  its  own  ad\^antage  in  love,  because  happiness  is 
not  in  reality  distinct  from  perfection  ;  in  short,  because  every- 
where we  find  harmony,  that  is  to  say,  the  regular  progress  of 
all  things  towards  good,  towards  supreme  happiness. 
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Utilitarian  Systems,     Hohhes:  Individual  Interest.    Helvetiiis  : 
Agreement  between  Individual  and  General  Interest. 

All  the  Cartesians  looked  for  the  principle  of  virtue  and 
happiness  in  reason.  With  them,  the  supreme  good  consists  in 
knowledge  of  the  Absolute,  which  unites  us  to  God,  and  makes 
our  will  one  with  His.  The  Empirics  thought  to  find  in  some 
particular  fact,  such  as  the  love  of  pleasure,  or  the  moral 
instinct,  or  sympathy,  the  principle  which,  when  followed  out, 
suttices  for  the  organization  of  private  and  social  life.  Hobbes 
lays  down  clearly  the  principle  of  utilitarianism,  and  from  it 
deduces  with  the  utmost  rigour  his  main  dogmas.  Sensa- 
tion he  declares  to  be  the  criterion  of  good.  Hence  the  good 
is  pleasure,  and  pleasure  is  a  motion  "  helping  vital  action  " 
{jucundiim  a  juvando),  a  motion  which  appears  in  conscious- 
ness under  the  form  of  desire.  The  value  of  things  is 
measured  by  the  desire  they  engender,  and  their  comparative 
excellence  by  the  intensity  of  this  desire.  Again,  it  is  in 
desire  and  not  in  possession  that  the  good  lies.  In  a  general 
way  pleasure  does  not  consist  "  in  the  repose  of  a  mind 
satisfied,"  but  "  in  a  continual  progress  of  the  desire  from  one 
object  to  another,  the  attaining  to  the  former  being  still  but 
the  way  to  the  latter."  Actual  pleasure  is  the  never-ceasing 
renewal  of  desire  in  us.  Thus  Hobbes  returns  to  the  Cyrenaic 
doctrine  :  Pleasure  lies  in  motion,  it  is  motion  itself.  Bonorum 
maximun  ad,  fines  semper  idteriores  minime  impedita  progressio. 
As  he  recognized  no  other  good  but  the  physical  pleasure 
which  results  from  the  laws  of  life,  or  rather,  which  is  life 
itself,  he  might  have  said  of  pleasure  what  he  said  of  life,  that 
it  is  a  perpetual  motion  which,  when  it  cannot  advance  in  a 
straight  line,  becomes  a  circular  motion. 

But  Hobbes  takes  a  higher  point  of  view  than  Aristippus, 
for,  instead  of  accepting  the  present  pleasure  just  as  it  comes, 
he  takes  into  consideration  the  good  and  evil  resulting  from  it, 
and  he  teaches  that  conduct  should  be  regulated  with  a  view 
to  the  useful.  For  a  thing  may  not  in  itself  be  good  which 
yet  becomes  so  because  it  is  conducive  to  happiness.  Thus 
power  may  in  itself  not  be  delightful,  but  it  has  the  effect  of 
making  others  peaceably  disposed  towards  us  ;  it  protects  us 
against  envy  and  malice  :  it  compels  respect  ;  it  wins  for  us 
good  will  and  love,  and  all  these  advantages  make  it  desirable 
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and  good.  In  the  same  way,  human  society,  which  was  in  the 
beginning  merely  a  state  of  helium  omnium  contra  omnes, 
becomes,  when  for  the  blind  pursuit  of  pleasure  is  substituted  the 
intelligent  pursuit  of  the  useful,  a  state  of  peace  and  order  in 
which  the  individual  in  return  for  his  independence,  which  he 
has  forfeited,  obtains  an  advantage  that  is  much  more  real, 
namely,  security.  Inasmuch  as  it  saves  us  from  the  miseries 
of  a  state  of  nature,  society  is  advantageous  and  useful,  and 
therefore  good. 

At  the  same  time,  the  interest  by  which,  according  to 
Hobbes,  our  actions  should  be  guided,  is  always  individual 
interest — homo  homini  lupus  ;  and  the  instinctive  hatred  which 
men  bear  to  their  fellow-creatures  may  be  veiled  by  politeness 
and  education  but  cannot  be  obliterated,  and  the  proof  of  it  is, 
the  pleasure  in  backbiting  that  prevails  in  conversation  (Be 
Give.,  Pref.).  But  our  hatred  for  others  flows  from  self-love. 
As  soon  as  they  serve  our  interest  they  become  lovable,  and  as 
man  hates  his  fellowmen  on  account  of  the  injury  they  have 
caused  him,  he  may  love  them  on  account  of  the  advantages  he 
derives  from  them.  We  may  act  benevolently  towards  others 
because  it  is  an  egoistical,  and  therefore  a  natural  satisfaction 
to  feel  that  we  have  the  power  to  make  not  only  our  own 
happiness  but  that  of  others.  Pity  for  others  in  their  mis- 
fortunes is  the  fear  we  have  that  the  like  calamity  may  befall 
ourselves.  Finally,  when  we  recognize  the  superiority  gf  a 
person  and  his  power  to  injure  us,  it  is  right  to  honour  him. 
Thus  Hobbes  is  far  from  making  benevolence  arise  out  of  self- 
love,  like  Bentham  ;  the  general  interest  has  no  importance 
in  his  eyes  except  in  so  far  as  it  promotes  the  individual 
interest.     His  doctrine  is  one  of  exclusive  egoism. 

The  doctrines  of  Helvetius  were  at  once  a  continuation  and 
a  contradiction  of  Hobbism.  He  adopted  the  premisses  of 
Hobbes  and  rejected  all  his  conclusions.  Self-love  was  the 
only  rule  he  recognized.  "  The  moral  imiverse  is  as  com- 
pletely subject  to  the  laws  of  interest  as  the  physical 
universe  to  the  laws  of  motion  "  (De  V Esprit,  II,  2).  But 
while  to  Hobbes  the  cause  of  division  and  hatred  was  the 
interest  of  the  individual,  Helvetius  discovered,  in  the  working 
of  the  laws  of  this  interest,  the  principles  of  tolerance  and  of 
sympathy. 
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"  Men  are  not  wicked,  but  they  are  the  slaves  of  their  own  interests 
{Ibid.  Ch.  II,  5).  We  must  take  them  as  they  are  ;  to  be  vexed  by  the 
effects  of  their  self-love  would  be  like  complaining  of  an  April  shower. 
.  .  .  Men  are  what  they  must  be  ;  all  hatred  of  them  is  unjust  ;  fools 
brin^  forth  folly  as  a  wilding  bears  bitter  fruit  .  .  .  the  humane  man 
is  he  to  whom  the  sight  of  another's  misfortune  is  unbearable,  and  who 
to  escape  from  this  sight  is  compelled,  so  to  speak,  to  succour  the 
unfortunate." 

Benevolence  is  therefore  a  matter  of  nerves.  He  who 
acts  kindly  thinks  only  of  his  own  relief.  While  obeying 
the  dictates  of  his  heart  he  is  ruled  by  his  own  interest. 
This  interest  may  change  so  as  to  bring  about  alternately 
virtue  and  vice,  and  just  as  it  inspires  different  courses  of 
action,  it  also  gives  rise  to  contradictory  opinions.  In  the 
eyes  of  him  whom  he  condemns  a  judge  is  always  unjust,  and 
in  the  opinion  of  him  in  whose  favour  he  decides  he  is  always 
just.  Hence  if  morality  did  no  more  than  prescribe  regard 
to  self-interest,  there  would  be  no  certain  rule  for  it.  There 
are  two  paramount  interests  which  conflict  with  one  another  : 
the  individual,  and  the  general  interest. 

"  Hence  the  main  object  of  moralists  should  be  to  determine  the  proper 
use  of  rewards  and  punishments,  and  to  discover  how  these  can  be  employed 
in  order  to  connect  the  personal  with  the  general  interest.  This  union 
is  the  supreme  end  which  the  science  of  Ethics  should  set  before  itself. 
If  citizens  could  not  attain  their  own  happiness  without  at  the  same  time 
furthering  the  public  good,  the  only*evildoers  would  be  the  madmen  ;  all 
men  would  be  compelled  to  be  virtuous,  and  the  felicity  of  nations  would 
be  a  blessing  bestowed  upon  them  by  moral  science"  {De  VEsp.  II,  22). 

Thus  Helvetius  calls  upon  the  law  to  assist  morality.  To 
expect  men  to  practise  altruism  through  disinterested  good- 
will is  only  a  dream  of  the  mystics,  who  refuse  to  see  that 
self-interest  is  the  only  force  by  which  the  human  machine  is 
worked.  Nothing  less  than  the  threats  of  the  law  are  needed 
for  the  prevention  through  fear  of  every  action  contrary  to  the 
public  good,  and  if  it  were  not  for  the  honour  and  esteem  by 
which  the  public  repays  services  rendered  to  it,  heroism  would 
disappear.  But  if  morality  cannot  do  without  the  support  of 
the  law,  the  law,  on  the  other  hand,  must  turn  to  morality  for 
instruction.  According  to  Hobbes,  it  is  enough  if  the  decrees  of 
legislation  are  upheld  by  force,  but  Helvetius  demands  that  these 
decrees  be  further  justified  by  reason,  that  is  to  say,  that  they 
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be  always  in  accordance  with  tlie  interests  of  the  people  {Dc 
V Esprit,  II,  17).  Is  not  this,  moreover,  the  surest  way  of 
causing  force  to  be  on  the  side  of  the  law  ?  To  sum  up  : 
according  to  Helvetius,  self-interest  demands  a  sanction  for  all 
the  rules  of  morality.  This  sanction  acts  by  way  of  restraint 
or  of  opinion.  "  Keward,  punishment,  honour,  or  disgrace  being 
all  in  the  dispensation  of  the  legislator,  are  four  kinds  of 
divinities  by  which  he  may  always  promote  the  public  good  " 
{Ibid.  II,  22).  The  sanction  of  opinion  differs  only  in 
appearance  from  the  legal  sanction,  for  the  decisions  of  the 
former  also  represent  the  thought  of  tlie  legislator,  who, 
by  education,  directs  and  forms  men's  consciences,  and  thus 
gives  to  morality  its  watchword. 

Bentham  :    Moral  Arithmetic  ;    General  Happiness. 

Bentham,  who  was  a  disciple  of  Hobbes  and  of  Helvetius, 
and  a  jurist  as  well  as  a  philosopher,  gave  by  his  profound 
analysis  of  the  different  kinds  of  pleasure,  a  new  development 
to  utilitarianism,  the  principles  of  which  he,  moreover,  applied 
to  jurisprudence.  The  maxim,  wliich  according  to  him  should 
be  the  starting  point  in  our  moral  judgments,  is  derived  from 
the  consideration  of  thç  consequences  of  our  actions.  Those 
actions  cannot  be  called  good  to  which  we  are  moved  by  a  blind 
impulse  of  sympathy,  but  only  those  whose  pleasurable  ccoise- 
quences  we  know,  that  is  to  say,  which  we  foresee  will  result  in 
pleasure  for  us,  or  at  least  in  more  pleasure  than  pain.  There 
is,  it  is  true,  says  Bentham,  a  strange  doctrine,  called  asceticism, 
which  represents  pleasure  as  an  evil,  pain  as  a  good.  There 
could  not  be  a  more  absurd  paradox.  Every  pleasure,  were 
it  the  most  abominable  pleasure  of  the  vilest  of  criminals, 
is  in  itself  good,  and  is  bad  oidv  owing  to  a  circumstance 
external  and  collateral  to  it,  namely,  the  risk  of  painful 
consequences  which  it  involves.  Although  all  pleasures  are 
good,  they  are  not  all  good  in  the  same  degree,  and  in  order 
to  attain  happiness,  that  is,  the  largest  sum  of  pleasure  possible, 
morality  teaches  us  to  make  a  choice  between  them,  and  to 
regulate  this  choice  according  to  the  quantity  of  happiness 
which  each  one  represents.  The  determination  of  the  compara- 
tive value  of  pleasures  is  the  object  of  a  science  which  Bentham 
hoped  to  found,  and  which  he  calls  moral  arithmetic.     In  this 
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science,  pleasures  are  to  be  considered,  in  the  first  place,  with 
respect  to  intrinsic  circumstances,  which  add  to  or  diminish 
their  value  ;  these  are  their  intensity,  duration,  certainty, 
propinquity,  fecundity,  purity — a  pure  pleasure  means,  with 
Bentham,  one  that  is  not  mixed  with  pain.  His  moral  system, 
in  quest  of  the  greatest  pleasure,  chooses  the  one  that 
corresponds  to  the  best  combination  of  these  divers,  and  often 
contrary  relations.  But  it  is  not  enough  that  one  pleasure 
should  in  itself  be  preferable  to  another,  it  must  further 
appear  to  be  so  to  him  who  is  pursuing  it.  Views  of  pleasure 
do  actually  differ,  according  to  climate,  temperament,  age,  sex, 
character,  habits,  the  development  of  the  mind,  and  in  general 
all  those  things  by  which  the  emotions  are  modified.  These 
elements  also  belong  to  the  data  of  the  problems  of  moral 
arithmetic. 

Finally,  the  social  consequences  of  our  acts  are,  in  Bentham's 
view,  those  which  it  is  right  to  consider  most  especially  ; 
because  the  social  interest  outweighs  individual  interests,  seeing 
that  it  embraces  them  all.  Now,  men  seldom  measure  the 
social  consequences  of  actions  ;  in  a  theft  we  only  perceive  the 
wrong  that  is  done  to  the  person  robbed  and  indirectly  to  his 
family;  we  do  not  notice  the  evil  effect  of  the  alarm  caused  by 
the  crime,  the  yet  greater  evil  which  will  result  from  the  bad 
example  :  still  less  do  we  suspect  the  disorganization  of  society 
which  every  act  contrary  to  the  law  tends  to  produce.  But 
if,  as  Bentham  says,  the  individual  interest  blends  with  the 
general,  if  we  are  to  adopt  as  our  ultimate  ethical  formula  the 
greatest  happiness  of  the  greatest  number,  what  a  series  of 
considerations  is  involved  in  the  smallest  voluntary  decision  ! 
For  instance,  private  conduct  is  bound  to  be  in  conformity  with 
the  law  of  political  economy,  and  Ethics  then  becomes  a  vast, 
complex  science  which  embraces  Sociology.  In  order  to  know 
our  interest  and  to  make  our  actions  conformable  to  it, 
it  was  found  necessary  to  undertake  a  psychological  study  of 
the  emotions,  and  thence  to  deduce  rules  for  the  classification 
of  pleasures  ;  now  we  must  further  dive  into  the  intricate 
mechanism  of  social  interests  into  which  the  lesser  interests  of 
individuals  are  merged. 

But  among  political  sciences  the  science  of  Jurisprudence 
is    the  most   closely    connected  with    Ethics.     The   laws   are 
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provisions  made  in   order   to  ensure   to  citizens  the  greatest 
sum  of  happiness  possible.     Like  the  rules  of  morality  they 
refer  to  the  interest  of  all.      It  is  their  utility  that  constitutes 
their  justice,  and  their  degree  of  excellence  is  measured  by  the 
advantage  which  the  public  derives  from  them.      The  system 
of  penalties  inflicted  by  the  law  is  justified  by  the  same  reason. 
All  pain  is  indeed  an  evil,  but    this    evil  is  less  than  that 
which  it  is  intended  to  prevent.     While  utilitarianism  condemns 
as  a  useless  suffering  expiation  pure  and  simple,  which  Plato 
advocates  in  the  name  of  justice,  it  approves  the  punishment 
which  the  magistrate  dispenses  not  in  order  to  satisfy  a  desire 
for  vengeance,  but  to  prevent  or  to  make  less  frequent  the 
recurrence    of    guilty    actions.      Moreover,    the    pain    of    the 
punishment  should  be  less  than  the  pain  caused  by  the  offence. 
The  law  is  at  once  based  upon  and  limited  by  utility.    Legislation 
serves  the  ends  of  morality  by  so  combining  the  motives  which 
should  determine  men's  desires,  as  to  make  them  tend  to  their 
greatest    good.      But    the    sphere    of    action    of    the    law    is 
narrower   than    that    of   morals,   and    this    is  the  distinction 
between  them  ;  for  laws  as  a  rule  can  do  nothing  to  prevent 
either  those  bad  actions  which  are  their  own  punishment,  or 
those  which  opinion  disapproves,  or  again  those  which  religion 
condemns.     That    he   may   not   waste   his   power   in   fighting 
abuses  which  he  is  unable  to  prevent,  the  legislator  in  such 
cases  should  leave  everything  to  custom,  to  the  habits  and  to  the 
prevailing  religion,  all  of  which  are  precious  auxiliaries,  whose 
support  it  is,  moreover,  his  interest  to  gain.     In  this  practical 
and  sensible  advice  we  recognize  the  jurist  who,  while  building 
up  an  ethical  system,  has  in  view^  above  all,  the  reform  of  the 
law. 

Morality  of  Sentiment  :  Moral  Sense  ;  Moral  Instinct,  Adam 
Smith  :  Sympathy. 

The  doctrine  of  moral  sentiments,  in  opposition  to  utilita- 
rianism, denies  that  there  is  only  room  in  the  human  mind  for 
self-love,  and  takes  the  sentiment  which  is  the  exact  opposite  of 
self-love,  namely  sympathy,  to  be  the  guide  of  moral  life. 
Shaftesbury  {Inquiry  concerning  Virtue  and  Merit),  the  first 
representative  of  this  doctrine,  discovered  the  existence  of  a 
moral  sense  which  perceives  the  good  and  evil  in  actions,  as 
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sight  perceives  whiteness  or  blackness  in  objects.  This 
delicate  sense  finds  more  sweetness  in  the  subtle  joys  of 
self-sacrifice  than  in  the  brutal  satisfactions  of  egoism.  By 
trusting  to  its  guidance  w^e  shall  find  happiness  without 
seeking  it,  in  the  practice  of  kindness  and  disinterestedness. 

This  doctrine  of  Shaftesbury  was  developed  by  Hutcheson 
{Inquiry  concerning  the  Original  of  our  Ideas  of  Vii'tue:  System 
of  Moral  Philosophy).  He  maintains  that  the  Good  and  the 
Beautiful  are  immediately  perceived  by  means  of  two  special 
senses,  which  differ  from  sight  and  other  senses  only  in  that  they 
are  internal.  Laying  down  as  a  principle  the  pre-eminence  of 
our  moral  sense,  Hutcheson  assigns  to  it  the  direction  of  our 
faculties.  For  the  rest  this  sense  is  with  him  nothing  else 
than  the  instinct  of  benevolence.  For  he  only  values  actions 
inspired  by  disinterestedness  ;  and  although  he  allows  that  some 
actions  dictated  by  self-love  are  innocent  and  may  be  forgiven, 
he  never  calls  them  good. 

Hume's  ethical  doctrine  {Inquiry  into  the  Principles  of 
Morals)  was  original,  but  was  at  the  same  time  connected 
with  the  preceding.  He  refers  the  perception  and  the  pursuit 
of  the  good  to  an  instinct.  This  instinct  is  not  the  instinct 
of  self-love,  which  reveals  to  us  our  own  good  only,  but 
humanity,  which  is  a  "  feeling  for  the  happiness  of  mankind." 
According  to  Hume  the  good  is  equivalent  to  the  useful, 
not  to  the  private  utility  of  the  agents,  but  to  utility  in 
general.  If  our  benevolent  affections  have  a  higher  value  than 
our  selfish  inclinations,  it  is  not  by  virtue  of  their  intrinsic 
nature,  but  of  their  greater  utility;  for  the  former  tend  to  the 
good  of  all  men,  whereas  the  latter  aim  only  at  the  good  of  one 
individual.  Private  virtues  have  their  own  worth,  and  we  rightly 
esteem  skill  and  prudence,  but  benevolence  and  justice  should 
be  preferred  to  them,  so  that  the  lesser  utility  should  not 
prevail  over  the  greater.  Hume's  doctrine  would  appear  to  be 
merely  utilitarian  like  Bentham's,  but  the  rule  of  universal 
happiness  is  given  by  him,  not  as  the  result  of  reason,  but  on 
the  faith  of  an  instinct,  and  in  Ethics  he  would  have  us  follow 
the  promptings  of  the  heart.  It  is  feeling  that  draws  us  to  the 
general  happiness,  and  it  alone  can  explain  moral  blame  or 
approbation. 

The  theory  of  moral  sentiments  appears  in  its  most  ingenious 
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form  in  the  system  of  Adam  Smith,  who  founded  the  rules  of 
conduct  on  the  psychological  laws  of  sympathy.  By  sympathy 
Adam  Smith  means  the  communication  to  our  minds  of  all  the 
feelings  of  others.  He  remarks,  for  instance,  that  it  is  impossible 
to  witness  the  sufferings  of  others  without  being  affected  by 
the  contagion  of  this  suffering  ;  that  we  cannot  hear  a  child's 
laughter,  or  watch  the  gambols  of  an  animal,  without  being 
instinctively  moved  to  take  part  in  their  frolics  and  games. 
Nature  has  thus  joined  us  in  a  fellowship  with  other  men,  so 
that  their  pleasures  and  their  pains  become  our  pleasures  and 
pains.  Nature  has  so  willed  it,  moreover,  that  this  feeling  of 
sympathy  should  not  fail  to  bring  pleasure,  and  it  may  be  sought 
for  its  own  charm.  According  to  Adam  Smith  this  fact  in  itself 
suffices  as  a  foundation  for  morality.  It  might  seem,  it  is  true, 
that  the  mind  must  be  affected  by  the  evil  as  well  as  by  the 
good  emotions  of  others,  but  this  is  not  the  case.  The  heart 
when  it  follows  its  natural  inclinations  is  always  drawn  to  the 
good.  We  are  less  moved  by  the  passion  of  a  violent  man 
than  by  the  gentle  and  patient  resignation  of  the  victim  of  his 
rage  ;  but  if  it  is  a  question  of  virtuous  indignation  caused 
by  horror  of  vice,  we  are  on  the  side  of  him  who  feels  it,  and 
not  on  the  side  of  him  who  is  the  object  of  it.  Speaking 
generally,  the  impulses  of  sympathy  are  always  towards  what 
we  call  morality,  which  is  merely  the  expression  of  the  laws  of 
sympathy.  Conseciuently  the  following  may  be  laid  down  as  a 
practical  maxim  :  We  should  have  only  those  sentiments  and 
should  perform  only  those  actions  which  ought  to  bring  the 
approbation  of  our  fellow-creatures  and  gain  their  sympathy. 

But  what  is  the  nature  of  the  sympathy  which  we  ought  to 
deserve  ?  What  are  its  characteristics  ?  It  should,  in  the  first 
place,  be  'pure.  Those  actions  alone  are  absolutely  good  which 
excite  in  us  an  unreserved  or  unqualified  sympathy.  Those 
which  leave  a  mixed  impression  may  be  regarded  with  suspicion. 
Adam  Smith  adds  that  this  sympathy  should  be  universal,  it  is 
not  enough  to  win  the  admiration  of  a  friend,  or  of  a  small 
circle,  we  should  deserve  to  be  admired  by  all  men.  Some- 
times even  we  should  act  in  opposition  to  prejudice  and  face 
public  censure,  in  order  to  obtain  from  posterity,  which  is 
the  only  equitable  judge  of  conduct,  a  tardy  but  universal 
sympathy,  and  one  that  will  last  for  ever.     For  the  value  of 
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our  actions  is  in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  approbation  we 
obtain,  and  it  should  be  our  ambition  to  extend  as  far  as 
possible  the  circle  of  those  who  feel  affection  for  us.  Jouffroy 
tiunis  up  the  Ethics  of  Adam  Smith  thus  : 

"  The  goodness  of  an  action  is  in  direct  proportion  to  the  approbation 
which  it  excites  in  other  human  beings,  and  the  best  actions  are  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  obtain  the  most  pure  and  universal  sympathy  possible,  in 
other  words  a  sympathy  unmixed  with  antipathy,  and  felt  not  only  by 
a  few  men  but  by  the  whole  of  humanity." 

If  the  actions  of  others  did  not  sometimes  excite  in  us  sym- 
pathy and  sometimes  antipathy,  we  should  have  no  conception 
of  the  moral  value  of  our  own  actions.  A  man  alone  in  the 
world  w^ould  remain  ignorant  of  good  and  evil,  for  it  is  after 
we  have  judged  others  that  we  judge  ourselves.  Experience 
has  taught  us  what  impressions  our  actions  and  our  thoughts 
would  make  on  others  if  they  were  known.  Our  imagination 
can  always  supply  witnesses  to  our  actions  ;  more  than  this, 
we  are  at  once  the  spectators  and  the  performers  of  our  ow^n 
actions,  and  we  sympathize  with  our  own  sentiments  as  we 
should  with  those  of  others.  If  we  observe  our  own  actions 
as  disinterested  spectators,  and  if  we  grant  them  the  same 
degree  of  approval  as  we  should  to  the  actions  of  others,  the 
approbation  which  we  feel  for  ourselves  will  be  equivalent  to 
that  of  our  fellow-creatures.  Let  each  one  of  us  then  be  an 
impartial  spectator  of  himself,  and  let  him  value  the  goodness 
of  his  actions  according  to  the  amount  of  sympathy  that  he 
finds  in  his  own  heart  for  them. 

Adam  Smith's  critics  remark  that  after  all  he  refers  us  to 
conscience.  Nevertheless,  even  while  he  substitutes  the  im- 
partial spectator  for  the  sympathy  of  men  in  general,  Adam 
Smith  extracts  this  second  criterion  from  the  first  ;  even  what 
is  called  duty  he  regards  as  born  of  sentiment,  and  the  rules 
expressing  it  are  only  generalizations  of  particular  decisions 
made  by  the  sympathetic  instinct  (Jouffroy,  loc.  cit.).  When 
the  impartial  spectator  has  once  approved  of  certain  con- 
duct, what  use  is  there  in  consulting  him  in  similar  cases  in 
the  future  ?  We  adhere  to  the  rule  which  embodies  our  past 
experience,  and  this  is  called  acting  according  to  duty.  Thus, 
although  he  practically  substituted  for  sympathy  the  rule  of 
duty,  or,  the  decision  of  the  impartial  spectators,  Adam  Smith 
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still  remains  in   theory  true  to  his  principle,  for  he  derives 
both  of  these  from  sympathy. 

Kant  :  Morality  hased  on  the  Idea  of  Duty  ;  Transition  from 
the  Form  of  the  Laiv  to  its  Matter  ;  Autonomy  of  the  Will. 

So  far,  as  we  have  seen,  philosophers  have  made  morality 
rest  on  the  notion  of  the  Supreme  Good,  which  includes  both 
virtue  and  happiness.  Kant,  while  recognizing  that  the 
highest  good  consists  of  these  two  elements,  makes  a  dis- 
tinction  between  the  Supreme  Good,  properly  so  called,  and 
the  moral  good.  Morality  implies  absolute  disinterested- 
ness, and  it  does  not  appeal  to  feeling  ;  it  imposes  itself 
directly  upon  the  will,  and  has  therefore  nothing  to  do  with 
the  idea  of  happiness.  The  Supreme  Good  is  only  a 
desideratum.  Morality  implies,  indeed,  as  its  postulate,  a 
future  life  which  would  permit  of  harmony  between  virtue 
and  happiness,  but  this  is  the  consummation  of  morality,  not 
its  foundation.  In  the  second  place,  before  Kant,  philosophers 
treated  the  idea  of  law  as  subordinate  to  that  of  the  Good.  We 
should,  they  taught,  aim  at  that  which  our  reason  reveals  to 
us  as  our  good.  We  are  determined  by  a  rational  ideal,  or 
an  end  that  is  consonant  with  our  sensible  nature.  The 
originality  of  Kant's  ethical  doctrine  lies  in  his  deduction 
of  the  notion  of  good  from  the  notion  of  duty,  in  his  deriva- 
tion of  the  contents  of  the  law  from  the  form  of  the  law. 
To  him  belongs  the  merit  of  having  first  given  due  clearness 
to  the  current  notion  of  laio  or  duty,  and  of  having  founded 
on  this  principle  a  new  conception  of  the  moral  life. 

The  only  thing  that  can  be  called  good  without  reservation 
is,  Kant  tells  us,  the  Good  Will.  The  best  gifts  of  nature  or 
fortune  may  prove  useless,  or  even  pernicious,  but  a  will  does 
not  owe  its  goodness  to  the  end  it  seeks.  It  is  good  in  itself, 
and  shines  with  its  own  splendour,  like  a  precious  stone  which 
derives  none  of  its  worth  from  its  utility.  Nor  is  a  volition 
good  on  account  of  the  natural  disposition  by  which  it  may 
be  determined,  even  if  this  be  in  itself  good.  An  action, 
however  praiseworthy,  if  it  springs  from  a  natural  incli- 
nation or  lively  sympathy,  is,  nevertheless,  not  a  moral 
action.  It  may  be  worthy  of  praise  ;  it  is  desirable  that 
such   actions   should   be  encouraged  ;   it  may    be   a   beautiful 
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action,  but  it  is  not  morally  good.  The  distinctive  characteristic 
of  the  good  will  does  not  lie  in  its  end,  nor  in  the  merit  of  the 
will  itself,  but  in  the  principle  accordinçr  to  which  it  acts 
and  m  its  relation  to  this  principle.  Now  this  principle  must 
not  be  drawn  from  feeling,  but  from  reason  :  it  must  not  be 
material  but  formal  ;  otherwise,  the  principle  would  be  identified 
with  the  end,  or  with  the  motives  of  the  action,  and  con- 
sequently would  still  lack  the  character  of  being  moral.  Finally, 
this  principle  should  apply  not  only  to  every  human  will,  but 
to  every  rational  being.  In  a  word,  this  principle  is  a  priori, 
though  it  still  belongs  to  practical,  not  to  speculative  reason. 
It  is  duty,  which  we  shall  now  proceed  to  examine  more 
closely. 

If  we  were  to  imagine  a  will  that  is  not  necessarily  governed 
by  reason,  but  is  divided,  and  alternately  determined  by  formal 
principles  and  material  motives,  that  is,  by  reason  and  by  sensi- 
bility, such  a  will  is  not  absolutely  good.     And,  as  it  is  not 
always  or  by  nature,  obedient  to  reason,  the  will  is  in  a  man- 
ner constrained,  although  only  by  an  entirely  moral  necessity, 
to  obey  reason.      This  compulsion  of  the  will  by  reason  is  what 
Kant  calls  an  imperative.     There  are  several  kinds  of  impera- 
tives.    Those  which  demand  a  certain  action,  not  for  the  sake  of 
the  action  itself,  but  for  the  result  to  be  obtained  through  it, 
are  hypothetical  imperatives-,  for  example,  the  prescriptions  given 
by  doctors  to  cure  the  sick,  or  those  of  the  poisoner  to  kill  his 
victims,  are  all  imperatives,  but  they  are  conditional  or  hypo- 
thetical imperatives,  that  is  to  say,  they  are  subordinate  to 
certain  ends,   and    in    this  respect   are  all   equally  good   and 
useful.      In  general,  the  maxims  connected  with  the  fulfilment 
of  our  desires,  and  of  the  strongest  of  our  desires,  which  is  the 
desire  for  happiness,  are  hypothetical  imperatives.    The  formula 
for  this  class  of  imperatives  is  the  well-known  maxim,  "  Who 
wills  the  end  wills  the  means." 

But  there  is  an  imperative  which  commands  an  action,  not 
for  the  sake  of  the  result,  but  for  its  own  sake,  and  which  has  " 
relation  only  to  the  principle  and  the  essence  of  the  action  ; 
this  is  the  categorical  imperative,  the  imperative  of  morality,  and 
its  formula  is,  "  Do  your  duty,  come  what  will."  The  first  kind 
of  maxims  are,  in  reality,  only  counsels  or  rides  ;  the  categorical 
imperatives  alone  deserve  the  name  of  laws  or  commands.  It 
II.  F 
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is  evident  that  these  rules  of  skill,  the  counsels  of  prudence, 
refer  always  to  a  certain  end,  and  have  value  only  in  so  far 
as  one  knows  the  end  and  adapts  them  to  it.  The  practical, 
that  is,  the  moral  laws,  on  the  contrary,  impose  themselves 
upon  us  and  determine  the  will  to  action  without  regard  to 
the  result.  They  are  immediately  evident,  so  that  as  soon  as 
the  will  perceives  these  laws,  it  knows  that,  as  will,  it  must 
obey  them.  But  this  implies  that  these  laws  impose  themselves 
on  every  will,  of  whatever  kind;  so  that  the  distinctive  charac- 
teristic of  these  laws  is  their  universality,  and  they  may  be 
resolved  into  the  following  formula:  "Act  on  a  maxim 
which  thou  canst  will  to  be  law  universal."  Universality 
is  a  sign  by  which  we  can  infallibly  recognize  the  law  of 
duty;  for  though  each  one  of  us,  when  he  violates  this 
law,  is  willing  that  there  should  be  an  exception  made  in 
his  own  case,  as  not  being  of  great  consequence,  still  he 
cannot  will  that  the  law  should  not  exist  ;  for  he  would  not 
consent  to  have  it  violated  by  others  in  their  dealings  with 
him,  in  the  same  way  as  he  violates  it  himself  :  for  instance, 
he  who  robs  his  neighbour  willingly  allows  himself  this  infrac- 
tion of  the  law,  but  he  would  not  admit  that  it  is  in  a  universal 
and  absolute  way  permissible  to  take  what  belongs  to  another. 

So  far,  however,  we  have  only  arrived  at  a  formula  which 
expresses  the  law:  we  do  not  yet  know  anything  of  its 
contents.  Every  action  has  an  end,  even  those  which  do 
not  seem  to  be  done  for  an  end;  but  we  must  distinguish 
material  ends,  or  the  particular  objects  of  desire,  which  are 
all  relative  to  the  particular  nature  of  the  faculty  of  desire, 
and  the  formal  or  objective  ends,  which  reason  sets  before  every 
rational  creature  as  the  absolute  object  of  duty.  The  relative 
or  subjective  ends  give  rise  to  the  hypothetical  imperatives,  to 
those,  that  is,  which  command  us  to  seek  means  which  are 
relative  to  certain  ends,  themselves  also  relative.  Objective 
ends  are  expressed  in  a  categorical  imperative,  which  com- 
mands an  action  as  having  an  absolute  worth  on  account  of 
its  relation  to  an  absolute  end. 

Now  every  rational  being  is  an  absolute  end,  that  is  to  say, 
he  should  never  regard  himself  as  a  means,  but  always  as  an 
end.  Every  time,  for  instance,  that  a  man  follows  his  inclina- 
tions rather  than  his  reason,  he  treats  himself  as  a  means  ;  but 
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to  be  means  is  the  peculiarity  of  thrags.    Persons,  on  the  contrary 

should   never   be  treated  this  way;    they  are  things-in-them- 

selves,  and  on  this  account  inviolable,  and  should  be  respected 

by  every  other  will,  as  well  as  by  themselves.     This  restricts, 

indeed,  the   liberty  of  each  individual,  but   at  the  same   time 

it  protects  him,  and  causes  man  to  be  respected  by  his  fellows. 

The    first    formula    given    by   Kant    is    thus    transformed 

and  must  be  expressed  in  these   terms  :  "  Act  so  as  to  treat 

humanity,  whether  in   thyself  or  in  another,  always  as  end, 

and  never  as  means."    According  to  this  formula  our  actions 

should  not  only  not  profane  humanity  by  violating  its  rights, 

but  should  also  be  in  harmony  with  humanity,  that  is,  should 

tend  to  its  perfection  and  improvement.     From   this   follows 

the  distinction  between  acts  of  perfect  and  imperfect  obligation. 

But  as  long  as  we  regard  the  principle  of  morality  as  an 

external  law  to  which  the  will  is  subject,  it  is  impossible  to 

understand  why  the  will  should  simply  obey  it  without  being 

determined   by  some  force  or  attraction,  which  would  destroy 

the  universality  of  the  law.     Hence  the  universality  of  the 

moral  principle  is  comprehensible  only  on  condition  that  it  is 

not  only  a  law  of  the  will,  but  a  law  that  the  will  wills  and 

contains  within  itself;   in  a  word,  on  condition  that  it  is  a 

voluntary  law  of  rational  beings. 

Thus  Kant  conceives  a  "  kingdom  of  ends,"  that  is  to  say,  a 
certain  ideal  which  includes  all  rational  wills,  these  being  ends 
in  themselves,  and  treating  one  another  as  such;  and  they 
are  ends  in  themselves  only  because  they  have  themselves 
instituted  a  law,  and  at  the  same  time  established  it  for  all 
rational  wills.  This  is  what  Kant  calls  the  autonomy  of  the 
will  :  it  is  this  privilege  of  participating  in  the  institution  of 
the  universal  laws,  and  of  only  being  obliged  to  obey  laws 
that  are  universal  and  that  nevertheless  the  rational  being 
contains  within  himself,  which  alone  gives  to  him  an  intrinsic 
and  absolute  value.  This  new  characteristic  of  the  moral  law 
is  expressed  by  a  new  formula,  "  Act  in  such  a  way  that  the 
will  can  regard  itself  as  in  its  maxims  imposing  universal 
laws." 

Kant's  ethical  doctrine  is  to  be  summed  up  in  the  following 
three  principles  :  (1)  The  categorical  imperative,  (2)  Humanity 
considered  as  an   end  in  itself,  (3)  the  autonomy   of  the  will. 
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The  separation  of  the  idea  of  duty  from  all  interested 
motives  ;  the  absolute  obligatoriness  of  the  law,  quite  apart 
from  its  end  ;  the  universality  of  this  law  ;  man  regarded  as 
inviolable,  inasmuch  as  he  is  a  free  and  rational  being: 
finally,  the  law  itself  as  having  its  principle  in  the  inner  being 
and  essence  of  the  moral  agent,  and  never  as  the  result  of  a 
force  or  power  that  is  external  and  not  ratified  and  confirmed 
by  the  dictàmen  of  conscience  :  these  are  the  principles  con- 
taining the  essence  of  his  conception  of  the  moral  life,  which 
is  entirely  built  up  on  the  notion  of  duty,  on  the  form  of  the 
law. 

Johîi  Stuart  Mill  :  Difference  of  Qiutlity  in  Pleasures  ;  Egoism 
and  Altruism. 

Since  Kant  the  ethical  problem  has  not  been  neglected  ; 
for  the  human  mind  will  never  cease  to  inquire  into  its  own 
nature  and  its  own  destiny.  But  however  interesting  the 
more  recent  enquiries  may  be,  we  shall  here  content  ourselves 
with  giving  an  account  of  the  developments  which  Utilitarian 
ethics  owe  to  the  work  of  J.  S.  Mill  and  Herbert  Spencer. 
Mill  tries  to  prove  that  Utilitarianism  can  account  for  the 
moral  traditions  of  mankind,  that  it  can  satisfy  the  noblest 
minds,  and  can  without  inconsistency  be  made  the  basis  of  a 
scheme  of  social  ethics.  This  is  how  he  formulates  the 
principle  of  Utilitarianism  : 

"  The  creed  which  accepts  as  the  foundation  of  morals  utility,  or  the 
Greatest  Happiness  principle,  holds  that  actions  are  right  in  proportion  as 
thej  tend  to  promote  happiness,  wrong  as  they  tend  to  produce  the  reverse 
of  happiness.  By  happiness  is  intended  pleasure  and  the  absence  of 
pain  ;  by  unhappiness  pain  and  the  privation  of  pleasure"  (Utilitarianism, 
p.  9). 

We  are  not  told  whether  it  is  here  a  question  of  the 
happiness  of  the  individual  or  of  universal  happiness.  The 
moral  ideas  revealed  to  us  by  conscience  are  not  contrary  to 
this  principle,  for  it  is  easy  to  give  such  a  psychological  expla- 
nation of  these  ideas  as  will  prove  that  they  have  their  origin 
in  the  pursuit  of  happiness. 

"  Life  would  be  a  poor  thing,  very  ill  provided  with  sources  of  happi- 
ness, if  there  were  not  this  provision  of  nature  by  which  things  originally 
indifferent,  but  conducive  to,  or  otherwise  associated  with,  the  satisfaction 
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of  our  primitive  desires,  become  in  themselves  sources  of  pleasure  more 
valuable  than  the  primitive  pleasures,  both  in  permanency,  in  the  space  of 
human  existence  that  they  are  capable  of  covering,  and  even  in  intensity. 
Virtue,  according  to  the  utilitarian  conception,  is  a  good  of  this  descrip- 
tion. There  was  no  original  desire  of  it  or  motive  to  it,  save  its  conducive- 
ness  to  pleasure,  and  especially  to  protection  from  pain.  But  through  the 
association  thus  formed  it  may  be  felt  a  good  in  itself,  and  desired  as  such 
with  as  great  an  intensity  as  any  other  good  "  (  Utilitarianism,  p.  55). 

Thus  through  the  laws  of  association  we  come  to  like  for 
their  own  sake  things  which  we  originally  only  liked  as 
means  to  ulterior  ends.  The  miser  loves  money  for  its  own 
sake,  owing  to  the  pleasant  notions  associated  with  its 
possession.  We  have  come  to  love  virtue  as  the  miser  loves 
money;  and  all  our  other  moral  sentiments — remorse,  satis- 
faction, repentance — though  seemingly  simple  sentiments,  are 
in  reality  made  up  of  analogous  associations. 

Let  us  see  how  this  theory  would  affect  private  and  social 
life.  Mill  maintains  that  Utilitarianism  is  reconcilable  with 
the  demands  of  human  dignity,  and,  introducing  into  the 
comparison  between  pleasures  a  new  element,  namely,  that  of 
(juality,  he  substitutes  for  Bentham's  moral  arithmetic  a  kind 
of  aesthetic  of  pleasure. 

"  It  would  be  absurd  that  while,  in  estimating  all  other  things,  quality 
is  considered  as  well  as  quantity,  the  estimation  of  pleasure  should  be 
supposed  to  depend  on  quantity  alone.  If  I  am  asked  what  I  mean  by 
difference  of  quality  in  pleasures,  or  what  makes  one  pleasure  more 
valuable  than  another,  merely  as  a  pleasure,  except  its  being  greater  in 
amount,  there  is  but  one  possible  answer.  Of  two  pleasures,  if  there  be 
<me  to  which  all  or  almost  all  who  have  experience  of  both  give  a  decided 
preference,  irrespective  of  any  feeling  of  moral  obligation  to  prefer  it, 
that  is  the  more  desirable  pleasure.  .  .  .  Now  it  is  an  unquestionable 
fact  that  those  who  are  equally  acquainted  with  and  equally  capable  of 
appreciating  and  enjoying  both,  do  give  a  most  marked  preference  to  the 
manner  of  existence  which  employs  their  higher  faculties.  Few  human 
creatures  would  consent  to  be  changed  into  any  of  the  lower  animals,  for 
a  promise  of  the  fullest  allowance  of  the  beast's  pleasures  ;  no  intelligent 
being  would  consent  to  be  a  fool,  no  instructed  person  would  be  an 
ignoramus,  no  person  of  feeling  and  conscience  would  be  selfish  and  base. 
...  A  being  of  higher  faculties  requires  more  to  make  him  happy,  is 
capable  probably  of  much  more  acute  suffering,  and  certainly  accessible 
to  it  at  more  points  than  one  of  an  inferior  type  ;  but  in  spite  of  these 
liabilities  he  can  never  really  wish  to  sink  into  what  he  feels  to  be  a 
lower  grade  of  existence"  {Ihid.  p.  11  sq.). 
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Thus  some  pleasures  are  in  fact  higher  than  others,  and  if 
we  are  to  believe  Mill,  these  pleasures  are  preferred  to  others 
by  those  who  know  them,  and  should  consequently  be  preferred 

by  all  men. 

But  if  our  individual  happiness  is  to  be  our  end,  is  it  not 
to  be  feared  that  the  conflict  between  individual  interests  will 
be  detrimental  to  the  peace  of  society  ? 

"The  utiHtarian  standard,"  Mill  replies,  "is  not  the  agent's  own 
greatest  happiness,  but  the  greatest  amount  of  happiness  altogether" 
(p.  16).  "I  must  again  repeat  what  the  assailants  of  utilitarianism 
seldom  have  the  justice  to  acknowledge,  that  the  happiness  which  forms 
the  utilitarian  standard  of  what  is  right  in  conduct  is  not  the  agent's 
own  happiness,  but  that  of  all  concerned.  As  between  his  own  happmess 
and  that  of  others,  utilitarianism  requires  him  to  be  as  strictly  impartial 
as  a  disinterested  and  benevolent  spectator.  In  the  golden  rule  of  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  we  read  the  complete  spirit  of  the  ethics  of  utility" 
{Ibid.  p.  24). 

But  do  we  not  here  come  upon  the  difficulty  inherent  to 
every  form  of  l^tilitarianism  ?     In  the  name  of  what  principle 
are  we  to  demand  this  self-sacrifice  on  the  part  of  the  individual? 
How  can  disinterestedness  be  made  to  grow  out  of  interested- 
ness  ?     J.  S.  Mill  solves  this  difficulty  in  the  following  way  : 
Egoism  is  fundamental  in  human   nature:    altruism  itself  is 
only  a  form  of  egoism.     Altruism  as  a  necessary  condition  of 
social  life  should  be  encouraged,  and  the  surest  way  to  do  this 
is  to  associate  it  with  self-love.     Egoism,  as  it  was  the  beginning 
of  altruism,  should  also  develop  and  complete  it.     In  the  first 
place,  let  the  idea  of  crime  be  associated  with  the  idea  of 
punishment,  through  the  legal  sanction,  and  the  fear  of  one  will 
produce  horror  of  the  other.     In  the  second  place,  "  education 
and    opinion,    which    have    so    vast    a    power    over    human 
character,  should  so  use  that  power  as  to  establish  in  the  mind 
of  every  individual  an  indissoluble  association  between  his  own 
happiness  and  the  good  of  the  whole  ;  especially  between  his 
own  happiness  and  the  practice  of  such  modes  of   conduct, 
negative  and  positive,  as  regard  for  the  universal  happiness 
prescribes  "  (  Utilitarianism,  p.  25). 

Lastly,  and  above  all,  society  should  be  so  organized  as  to 
insure  a  real  harmony  between  the  interest  of  each  and  the 
interest    of    all.       In    such   a  perfect   society   no    one   could 
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conceive  the  possibility  of  personal  happiness  as  a  consequence 
of  a  course  of  conduct  that  was  opposed  to  the  general  good. 
This  golden  age,  this  "issue  hors  de  la  civilization"  as  Fourier 
calls  it,  is  the  ideal,  the  last  word  of  L^tilitarianism,  which  can 
neither  be  logical  nor  sincere  unless  the  individual  and  the 
universal  interests  are  made  identical.  But  how  to  do  this  is 
just  the  problem. 

Herbert  Spencer  :  Inevitahleness  of  Ethical  Evolution. 

Mill's  Ethics  were  founded  on  psychology,  and  in  his  system 
the  individual  and  society  are  considered  apart  from  the  rest 
of  Nature.  Herbert  Spencer,  on  the  other  hand,  treats  Ethics 
as  a  branch  of  cosmology.  Humanity  with  him  is  only  a  part 
of  a  vaster  system,  and  manifests,  in  its  own  sphere,  laws 
which  govern  the  world.  It  is  included  in  the  movement  of 
things,  and  the  evolution  of  man  is  only  a  part  of  the  universal 
evolution.  Progress  is  not  an  accident  but  a  necessity  ; 
civilization,  far  from  being  a  product  of  art,  is  merely  a  phase 
of  nature  like  the  development  of  the  embryo,  or  the  opening 
of  the  flower. 

The  opponents  of  Utilitarianism  urge  against  it  the  impossi- 
bility of  reconciling  individual  interest  with  the  universal  good; 
but  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  evolution,  given  the  fact  of  social 
life,  altruism  must  necessarily  come  out  of  egoism,  and,  owing 
to  heredity,  the  altruistic  sentiments  must  ever  predominate 
more  and  more.  Most  of  J.  S.  Mill's  psychological  analyses 
are,  Spencer  says,  correct,  but  they  must  be  completed  by  taking 
into  account  the  laws  of  evolution  and  by  considering  the  indi- 
vidual in  the  species,  and  the  species  in  nature. 

"Pleasure,  somewhere,  at  some  time  to  some  being  or  beings,  is  an 
inexpugnable  element  of  the  conception  [of  morality].  It  is  as  much  a 
necessary  form  of  moral  intuition,  as  space  is  a  necessary  form  of 
intellectual  intuition  "  {Data  of  Ethics^  Chapter  III,  p.  46). 

Still  pleasure  is  itself  only  a  sign.  Physical  pleasure,  for 
instance,  is  the  sign  by  which  the  best  adjustment  of 
the  acts  of  the  animal  to  his  vital  functions  is  manifested 
in  consciousness.  Vital  activity  is  the  cause  of  pleasure. 
Vital  activity,  characterized  by  the  pursuit  of  an  end, 
is  the  humble  starting  point  of  human  conduct.  The  laws 
governing  the  evolution  of  life,  which  is  a  transition  from  the 
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indefinite  to  the  definite,  from  the  homogeneous  to  the  hetero- 
geneous, apply  therefore  to  human  conduct.  The  moral  life  has 
a  characteristic  unity  and  coherence,  it  is  in  harmony  with 
itself,  sibi  constat;  whereas  innnoral  conduct  is  incoherent,  that 
is  to  say,  it  consists  in  actions  that  are  inconsequent  and 
contradictory.  The  life  that  we  call  moral  is,  moreover,  varied 
in  its  activity.  The  life  of  a  married  man,  which  is  morally 
superior  to  that  of  the  celibate, is,  besides,  more  heterogeneous  and 
complex.  So  also  is  the  life  of  a  generous  man  or  of  one  who 
takes  part  in  politics,  as  contrasted  with  that  of  the  egoist  or 
the  private  individual  (Chap.  V).  The  progress  of  morality 
is  therefore  merely  the  progress  of  the  adaptation  of  human 
life  to  its  constitutive  laws.  The  principle  of  moral  actions 
consists  exclusively  in  the  consideration  of  their  natural  and 
intrinsic  effects.  There  is  no  need  to  appeal  to  the  feeling  of 
obligation,  since,  when  moral  evolution  is  completed,  the  good  is 
realized  with  pleasure. 

"Evidently  then,  with  complete  adaptation  to  the  social  state,  that 
element  in  the  human  consciousness  which  is  expressed  by  the  word 
obligation  will  disappear.  The  higher  actions  required  for  the  harmonious 
carrying  on  of  life  will  be  as  much  matters  of  course  as  are  those  lower 
actions  which  the  simpler  desires  prompt.  In  their  proper  times  and 
places  and  proportions,  the  moral  sentiments  will  guide  men  just  as 
spontaneously  and  adequately  as  now  do  the  sensations  "  (Ibid.  VII,  46) 
..."  The  moral  conduct  will  be  the  natural  conduct  "  (Ibid.  47). 

And  as  private  morality  is  merely  the  result  of  the 
development  of  life  and  of  its  progressive  adaptation  to 
necessary  conditions,  so  also  will  a  perfect  state  of  society 
eventually  be  established  as  the  effect  solely  of  natural  laws 
and  cosmic  evolution.     That  agreement  between  individual  and 

'  universal  interest,  which  was  the  dream  of  Mill,  will  be 
automatically  realized.  The  pursuit  of  this  remote  ideal  is 
even  now  our  interest.  As  belonging  to  the  same  species,  we 
should  work  towards  the  foundation  of  the  best  form  of  society. 
But,  in  any  case,  it  will  come  to  be,  whether  we  desire  it  or 

"  not.  Good,  in  time,  will  come  out  of  the  natural  laws,  just  as 
evil  does  at  present.  Thus  egoism  is  now  the  first  law  of 
nature,  the  first  duty  is  self-preservation,  and  self-love  is  the 
highest  virtue  ;  but  when  political  economy  has  provided  for 
the  satisfaction  of   the  wants  of  all,  the  present  conflict  of 
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interests  will  no  longer  be  possible.  The  joys  of  altruism  and 
self-sacrifice  will  then  alone  have  any  attraction,  and  there  will 
be  on  all  sides  rivalry  in  altruism,  each  desiring  to  bear  the 
burden  of  self-sacrifice  and  refusing  to  reap  its  advantage. 

And  so  the  ethical  ideal  of  which  we  only  dream  to-day  is  in 
process  of  being  realized  merely  through  the  action  of  the  laws 
of  nature,  for  it  is  the  consummation  of  our  evolution.  Natural- 
istic ethics  concludes  by  harmonizing  with  the  morality  of  duty; 
but  its  conclusions  are  the  result  of  a  kind  of  fatalism  like  the  ' 
fatum  MaJiometanum,  according  to  which  things  will  come  to 
pass  in  any  case  and  without  human  interference.  Nothing 
could  be  more  convenient  to  each  individual  than  this  theory, 
since  it  allows  him  to  yield  to  all  his  passions,  knowing  that 
progress  will  go  on  just  the  same,  and  that  the  supremacy 
of  good  will  be  in  any  case  effected  by  natural  forces. 

Conclusion. 

Let  us  now  see  what  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  this 
long  account  of  the  efforts  made  by  the  human  mind  to  attain 
a  knowledge  of  human  destiny.  The  problem  is  to  discover 
the  meaning  of  life,  to  determine  the  principles  which  can 
co-ordinate  all  its  acts.  And  since  men  can  only  be  satisfied 
with  that  sovereign  good  which  includes  both  virtue  and 
happiness,  it  has  ever  been  the  object  of  moralists  to  \ 
reconcile  these  two  terms  which  seem  irreconcilable,  but 
which  cannot  be  separated  without  violation  to  the 
intelligence.  Some  philosophers  reduce  happiness  to  virtue, 
others  teach  that  virtue  coincides  with  happiness.  But  both 
these  solutions  are  perpetually  being  contradicted  by  the  facts 
of  life.  For  man  is  not  an  isolated  and  independent  being. 
He  lives  in  the  midst  of  society,  and  is  therefore  largely 
dependent  upon  his  human  environment;  he  lives  in  the 
bosom  of  nature,  and  his  acts  are  only  a  fragmentary  part  of 
the  immense  life  which  surrounds  him  on  all  sides,  which 
extends  far  beyond  his  sphere  of  action,  and  in  which  he  is 
nevertheless  included  and  involved. 

Thus  when  they  reflect  upon  human  life,  moralists  are  led 
to  consider  also  the  universal  life.  To  those  who  hold  that 
the  physical  depend  on  the  moral  laws,  our  present  life  is 
unintelligible  only  because  it  is  not  a  whole  but  a  part.     The 
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other  school,  as  we  have  seen,  regard  the  moral  laws  as  being 
'  themselves  merely  physical  laws,  which  by  a  necessary  evolu- 
tion, are  in  process  of  bringing  about  human  morality,  and 
therewith  the  ideal  harmony  between  egoism  and  altruism, 
between  happiness  and  duty.  But  the  question  is,  whence  do 
physical  laws  derive  the  power  of  becoming  moral  laws  ?  By 
what  force  is  egoism  transformed  into  altruism  ?  Must  there 
not  be  some  motive  power,  which  impels  nature  to  rise  above 
herself  ?  And  assuming  that,  when  at  last  the  ideal  limit  and 
the  end  towards  which  this  progress  tends  has  been  reached, 
nature  and  virtue  will  be  one  (for  even  Kant  admits  that  in 
the  kingdom  of  ends  virtue  becomes  holiness),  still,  in  the 
interval  that  lies  between  us  and  this  ideal  state,  in  our 
present  life  in  fact,  it  is  through  the  idea  of  duty  that  each 
step  is  won,  it  is  this  notion  alone  that  prompts  the  effort 
without  which  there  can  be  no  progress. 


PART  III 


METAPHYSICS 
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CHAPTER  I 
SCEPTICISM  AND  CERTITUDE 

The  first  inclination  of  the  human  mind  is  to  act  without 
questioning  itself.  In  the  beginning  of  mental  life  the 
distinction  between  thought  and  the  object  of  thought  is  not"' 
clearly  perceived.  But  man  falls  into  error,  and  the  moment 
he  becomes  conscious  of  this,  his  mistrust  is  awakened.  When 
later  he  discovers  the  contradictions  of  human  opinions,  his 
confidence  is  still  further  shaken.  Then  thought,  which  was 
at  first  directed  to  external  things,  turns  upon  itself.  And  as 
soon  as  we  begin  to  reflect  upon  our  own  thought,  to  speculate 
as  to  its  value,  we  have  reached  the  first  period  of  doubt, 
and  whether  we  are  to  get  beyond  this  stage  or  not,  we 
are  henceforward  obliged  to  face  the  most  formidable  of  all 
philosophical  problems:  Is  the  human  mind  capable  of  ' 
attaining  certitude  ?     Have  we  the  right  to  expect  it  ? 

Every  system  of  philosophy  is  a  direct  or  an  indirect  answer 
to  this  question.  The  Dogmatists  in  divers  ways  affirm  the 
harmony  of  thought  and  its  object.  They  recognize,  it  is  true, 
the  existence  of  two  terms,  the  ego  and  the  non-ego,  matter 
and  mind,  but  they  are  terms  between  which  thought  itself 
constitutes  a  natural  connection.  The  Sceptics  deny  the  possi-  . 
bility  of  knowledge:  they  either  oppose  the  mind  to  the 
object  which  it  strives  to  know  but  can  never  reach;  or, 
imprisoning  thought  within  itself,  they  seek  to  discourage  it 
by  the  spectacle  of  its  own  contradictions.  Lastly,  seeing  the 
impossibility  of  vindicating  knowledge  if  we  accept  the  exist-*^ 
ence  of  an  object  opposed  to  the  mind  and  having  nothing  in 
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common  with  it,  or  into  the  essence  of  which  it  is,  to  say  the 
least,  impossible  to  penetrate,  the  Idealists  derive  from  the 
subject  itself  the  object  of  knowledge,  and  admit  nothing  as 
real  but  the  intelligible.  Between  these  extreme  theories  we 
find  intermediate  solutions,  in  the  history  of  which  we  see  the 
efforts  that  have  been  made  by  the  mind  not  to  yield  its 
dominion  altogether,  while  yet  allowing  its  own  place  to 
scepticism, 

Pre-Socratic  Philosophy  :  Antithesis  between  Sensible*  and 
Rationxil  Knowledge.  The  Origin  of  Sophistry,  Sophistry  and 
the  Lavj  of  Contradiction, 

At  the  first  awakening  of  Greek  thought  the  question  did 
not  yet  present  itself,  so  that  it  can  hardly  be  said  that  any 
solution  of  it  was  given.  There  was,  however,  an  entirely 
instinctive,  spontaneous,  or,  so  to  speak,  unconscious  solution, 
in  which  we  recognize  the  natural  and  primitive  tendency  of 
the  human  mind,  and  which  is  implied  in  the  very  fact  that 
the  problem  did  not  exist.  The  mind  had  before  it  the  world 
of  nature,  and  did  not  yet  consider  itself  as  a  separate  thing. 
The  Pythagoreans  and  the  Eleatics,  Empedocles,  Democritus,  and 
Anaxagoras  all  attempted  an  explanation  of  nature,  but  never 
thought  of  raising  any  doubt  as  to  our  means  of  knowing  it; 
philosophy,  at  this  first  period,  was  an  unconscious  dogmatism. 

No  doubt  this  dogmatism  was  not  without  some  reservation. 
Xenophanes  complains  of  the  difficulty  we  have  in  discovering 
truth,  and  he  adds,  that  even,  when  by  chance  we  '  come  upon  ' 
{tv^ol)  the  true,  we  are  never  sure  of  possessing  it  ;  86ko^  S'  iirl 
iraa-i  Te-ruKTai.  Nevertheless  Xenophanes  sets  forth,  with  the 
most  complete  conviction,  his  own  views  concerning  the  gods. 
We  find  the  same  complaint  and  the  same  dogmatism  in 
Empedocles  (V,  36  sq.)  and  in  Democritus  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv. 
Math.  VII).  But  we  must  not  attribute  to  these  ancient 
philosophers  the  theories  that  would  seem  to  be  implied  in 
some  of  their  principles.  Because  Heraclitus  affirms  the  union 
of  contraries,  we  must  not,  like  Aristotle  (Metaph.  X,  c.  5), 
accuse  him  of  having  denied  the  law  of  contradiction,  and 
hence  the  possibility  of  any  certitude.  He  had  no  idea  of  the 
law  of  contradiction  ;  he  had  not  even  a  clear  notion  of  what 
a  contradiction  is. 
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But  even  in  the  dogmatism  of  these  early  thinkers  we  can 
discern  germs,  which,  when  developed,  were  to  give  rise  to 
Sophistry.  All  the  philosophers  after  Parmenides  and  Hera- 
clitus arrived  at  the  opposition  between  knowledge  and  opinion, 
between  rational  and  sensible  knowledge.  The  operations  of 
thought  lead  to  results  that  are  in  evident  contradiction  with 
the  testimony  of  our  senses;  and  hence  we  must  decide 
between  the  concrete  data  and  the  abstract  products  of  thought. 
Heraclitus  and  Parmenides,  Democritus,  Empedocles,  and 
Anaxagoras,  agree  in  denying  the  veracity  of  our  senses  (see 
Vol.  I.,  Chap.  III.  The  Senses  and  Uxternal  Perception).  Now, 
by  rational  knowledge  all  these  ancient  philosophers  understand, 
not  a  priori  data,  but  the  operations  of  thought  upon  the  data 
of  sense.  Was  it  not  evidently  a  dangerous  process  for  dogma- 
tism to  establish  in  this  way  a  difference  in  value  between 
rational  and  sensible  knowledge,  without  distinguishing  their 
origin  ?  What  right  had  they  to  allow  to  a  knowledge  that 
was  derived,  an  authority  they  denied  to  primitive  knowledge  ? 

And  this  was  not  the  only  side  on  which  these  systems  laid 
themselves  open  to  the  attacks  of  the  Sceptics.  For  Greek 
philosophy  before  Socrates  was  not  only  a  dogmatism,  but  a 
physical  dogmatism.  Sensible  knowledge  was  therefore  not 
only  the  starting  point  of  the  whole  of  this  philosophy,  but  the 
condition  of  its  existence  ;  and  a  philosophy  that  was  led  by 
its  own  results  to  dispute  the  worth  of  this  knowledge 
destroyed  the  very  principles  on  which  it  rested. 

Besides  this  contradiction,  which  is  inherent  in  all  these 
systems,  there  was  another  which  resulted  from  the  disagree- 
ment between  the  systems  themselves.  Parmenides  denies 
Becoming  and  the  Many  ;  Heraclitus  sees  in  nature  an  infinite 
multiplicity,  and  a  perpetual  Becoming;  Democritus  attributes 
perpetual  motion  to  his  atoms  ;  Anaxagoras  finds  it  necessary  to 
introduce  an  independent  moving  cause,  namely,  intelligence. 
The  day  had  to  come  when  the  human  mind,  weary  of  these  end- 
less inquiries  into  the  nature  of  things,  would  review  the  results 
arrived  at  by  these  researches.  Then  was  suggested  the  oldest 
argument  of  Scepticism,  namely,  that  from  the  contradictions 
among  human  opinions. 

Thus  it  became  an  amusement  to  set  the  hypotheses  of  the 
different   philosophers    against    one   another.       Contradictions 
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were  pointed  out  on  every  hand  :  between  Parmenides  and 
himself  ;  between  Parmenides  and  Heracbtus  ;  between  both 
of  them  and  common  sense.  This  clashing  of  contradictory 
ideas  and  arguments  gave  birth  to  Sophistry.  The  peculiarity 
of  this  form  of  scepticism  is  that  it  did  not  take  the  trouble  to 
seek  for  any  scientific  basis.  It  did  not  invent  its  arguments, 
but  borrowed  them  from  former  systems,  and  was  content  to 
develop  them  with  a  certain  amount  of  skill.  Some  Sophists , 
started  from  the  doctrine  of  Heraclitus,  others  from  that  of  the 
Eleatics,  and  from  such  opposite  points  of  view  they  all  arrived 
at  the  same  conclusions. 

Protagoras  takes  up  the  thesis  of  Heraclitus  :  everything  is 
always  in  motion.  It  is  only  as  objects  move  towards  one 
another  and  mingle  that  they  become  something  determinate  ; 
therefore  it  cannot  be  said  that  they  are  something,  or  even 
that  they  are  at  all,  but  only  that  they  are  becoming  something. 
This  theory  applies  as  well  to  our  knowledge.  We  are  a 
variable  term  standing  in  an  infinite  number  of  relations  to  other 
objects.  Things  are  to  each  man  only  what  they  appear  to  him 
to  be,  and  they  appear  to  him  such  as  they  must  appear,  given 
his  peculiar  state.  "  Man  is  the  measure  of  all  things,  of 
those  that  exist  and  of  those  that  do  not  exist."  Upon  such  a 
principle  no  knowledge  is  possible  ;  there  is  no  escape  from 
a  chaos  of  contradictory  opinions. 

Gorgias  adopts  the  argument  of  the  Eleatics,  but  what  they 
asserted  only  of  multiple  and  changing  being  he  applies  to  Being 
in  general,  and  arrives  at  this  threefold  conclusion  :  1st,  there 
is  nothing;  2nd,  if  there  were  anything  we  could  not 
know  it;  3rd,  and  if  we  could  know  it,  we  could  not  teach 
it  to  others  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv.  Math.  VII,  77  sq.).  This  was 
more  than  Scepticism,  it  was  absolute  Nihilism. 

Sophistry  arose  out  of  a  dim  consciousness  of  the  law  of 
contradiction.  Though  this  principle  was  first  formulated  by 
Aristotle,  the  Sophists  at  least  contributed  towards  its  discovery. 
They  had  a  notion  of  it  as  the  criterion  of  truth,  and  in  this 
way  Sophistry  was  to  a  certain  extent  legitimate  and  fruitful. 
It  showed  the  contradictions  of  the  philosophers  of  the  past, 
and  it  imposed  on  those  of  the  future  greater  clearness  and 
coherence  in  their  systems,  besides  pointing  out  the  necessity 
of  commencing  with  a  critical  inquiry  into  the  possibility  of 
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knowledge.  So  far,  Sophistry  had  its  raison  d'être  ;  where  it  was 
wrong  was  in  its  hasty  conclusions  as  to  our  radical  incapacity 
to  reach  truth.  It  brought  about  its  own  destruction  by 
violating  the  law  of  contradiction,  in  the  name  of  which  it  had 
been  founded.  Sophistry  went  beyond  doubt  and  negation  even, 
and  professed  to  maintain  at  the  same  time  the  most  contra- 
dictory propositions.  Thus  it  lost  its  hold  on  contemporary 
thought  and  provoked  a  reaction.  In  their  dim  conception  of 
the  law  of  contradiction  lay  the  real  strength  of  the  Sophists, 
and  it  was  by  means  of  this  law  that  Socrates  brought  about 
their  ruin. 

Socrates:    Concepts    the    Objects    of    Knowledge;    Subjective 
Certainty.     Plato  :   Concepts  and  Ideas  ;  Objective  Certainty, 

While  attacking  the  Sophists,  Socrates   in  a  certain  sense 
carried  on  and  completed  their  work.   Philosophers  deceive  them- 
selves, and  we  ourselves  are  deceived  by  our  senses.     From  this 
the    Sophists    inferred   that    knowledge    is    impossible  ;     but 
Socrates,  on  the  other  hand,  infers  only  that  it  was  impossible 
to  reach  science  by  the  road  hitherto  taken,  and  he  seeks  a 
new  method.     Sensible  knowledge  by  itself  leads  to  contra- 
dictions,  because  it  only  shows  us   one  aspect  of  things,   the 
changing  and  fleeting  surface.     There   is   no  science  of   the 
particular  or  accidental.    Science  has  for  its  object  the  universal 
(Arist.  Met.  XIII,  1078  6,  17).      It  consists  precisely  in  deter- 
mining the  concept,  which  reconciles  apparent  contradictions, 
and  brings  them  to  the  unity  of  a  single  notion  (Xenophon, 
Mem.  IV,  ii,  11).     The  object  of  the  science  of  courage,  for 
instance,  is  not  a  certain  act  of  courage,  but  what  is  common  to  all 
courageous  acts  ;  it  is  one  notion   which  is  in  the  mind  of  all 
men  when  they  use  the  word  courage]    it   is  the  answer  to 
the  question,  rl  ia-riv  rj  apSpela  (Ibid.  IV,  vi,  15).     Thus  it  is 
on  concepts  that  Socrates  re-establishes  knowledge  ;  these  for 
him  contain  the  principle  of  certainty,  exî  rrjv  v-woBecnv  èiravriye 
irâvra  rov  \6yov  (Ibid.  13). 

The  criterion  of  certitude  is  that  it  puts  an  end  to  sophis- 
tical discussions,  that  it  brings  a  man  into  harmony  with  himself 
and  with  others  :  oirore  Se  avroç  ti  tw  Xoyœ  Sie^loi  Sià  toov 
juaXicTTa  OfÀoXoyoviiievœv  eiropeveTO,  vojulUuv  Tavrrjv  aa-cbaXeiap 
etvai  \6yov.    "  Socrates  also  thought  that  those  who  knew  the 
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nature  of  things  severally  would  be  able  to  explain  them  to 
others"  (Ibid.). 

Socrates  gives  a  reply  to  the  arguments  of  the  Sophists,  but 
he  does  not  attack  the  principles  of  scepticism  ;  he  asks 
himself  how  we  can  reach  knowledge,  but  not  if  we  can  reach 
it.  He  does  not  question  the  possibility  of  arriving  aj;  cer- 
tainty, but  is  only  concerned  in  defining  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  to  be  sought.  His  philosophy  implies  a  full 
belief  in  the  possibility  of  knowledge,  a  belief  which  was  both 
instinctive  and  profound,  and  which  it  did  not  occur  to  him  to 
justify.  With  him,  however,  the  conception  we  should  form  of 
knowledge  becomes  the  first  problem  in  philosophy.  But  his 
solution  remained  incomplete.  Knowledge  rests  on  concepts; 
this  is  enough  for  subjective,  but  not  for  objective  certainty. 
Are  things  in  themselves  such  as  our  concepts  represent  them 
to  be  ?  This  postulate  of  which  Socrates  had  not  recognized 
the  necessity  was  affirmed  by  Plato. 

It  is  owing  to  Plato  that  certitude  acquired  an  objective 
value.  Our  concepts  exist  outside  ourselves.  The  true  reality 
-dwells  in  our  objectified  concepts,  in  notions,  in  the  Ideas.  Our 
concepts  are,  then,  not  only  the  principles  of  knowledge,  but  of 
existence  itself.  The  ideal  theory  is  a  theory  of  certainty.  To 
the  question,  how  our  concepts  can  be  at  once  the  types  and 
images  of  reality,  Plato  replies  by  his  theory  of  innate  ideas. 
It  is  evidently  not  our  concepts  themselves,  considered  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  individual,  that  determine  reality.  The  Ideas, 
the  principles  of  being,  are  not  general  ideas  abstracted  from  the 
manifold  phenomena  (Phil.  16  c,  Bep.  596  a),  but  they  are  dis- 
•covered  by  an  immediate  intuition  which  is  not  the  result  of 
the  mere  elaboration  of  experience,  but  the  ultimate  term  of  a 
dialectic  method  (Bep.  Bk.  VII).  The  question  remains,  how  does 
our  soul  originally  obtain  these  concepts,  which  are  at  once  the 
types  and  the  images  of  reality  ?  To  this  question  Plato 
answers  by  his  theory  of  Reminiscence  (Phaedrv^y  246  sq.). 

W#«iust  observe  that  the  possibility  of  knowledge  is  not  a 
subject  of  doubt  to  Plato  any  more  than  to  Socrates.  What 
îie  discusses  is  the  conception  that  should  be  formed  of  true 
knowledge,  never  its  possibility.  The  possibility  of  knowledge 
is  in  fact  the  principle  on  which  the  whole  ideal  theory  de- 
pends.    That  knowledge  i^  possible,  and  that  true  knowledge 
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is  founded  on  concepts,  was  the  postulate  of  Socrates,  and  Plato 
deduces  its  logical  consequences.  To  say  that  concepts  alone 
constitute  true  knowledge,  or  represent  that  which  is,  is 
to  say  that  our  concepts  correspond  to  objective  reality;  in 
other  words,  what  is  intelligible  exists,  what  is  not  intelligible 
does  not  exist,  and  reality  is  in  direct  proportion  to  intelli- 
gibility. 

Aristotle:  Impossibility  of  Proving  Everything  ;  Intuitive 
Certainty  of  the   Principles  of  Kiioivledge. 

Aristotle  does  not,  any  more  than  his  predecessors,  question 
the  possibility  of  knowledge.  For  him  as  for  Plato  knowledge 
deals  with  concepts,  and  is  a  certain  knowledge  of  that  which 
is  general  and  universal  to  KaQoXov.  So  full  was  the  con- 
fidence of  these  philosophers  in  the  validity  of  thought,  that 
Aristotle,  who  expressly  attacks  the  Sceptics,  does  not  even 
refer  to  the  problem  of  certainty. 

Science  is  the  knowledge  of  the  universal,  and  according  to 
Aristotle  the  universal  exists  only  through  the  particular.      It  ' 
is  given  to  us  in  sensible  reality  (De  Anima,  III,  viii,  432  a,  2), 
whence  it  must  be  abstracted  ;    and   this  is   the  function  of 
induction.    When  once  the  universal  is  known,  if  our  induction 
has  not  misled  us,  we  should  be  able  to  deduce  the  particular 
from    it.      True    knowledge    is    therefore   demonstrative,   and 
demonstration   is  the  criterion  of  certainty.      But   will   this 
criterion  always  be  necessary  ?     Demonstration  is  a  syllogism 
starting    from    established    premisses  :     will    these    premisses 
themselves  always  require  to  be  proved  ?    To  prove  everything 
is  impossible  (Met.  1006  a,  9),  for  we  should  have  to  go  on  to 
infinity  (eh  aireipov  yap  av  ^dSi^ov).      The  series  of  inter- 
mediate terms  is   not  infinite,  and  where  these  intermediate 
terms    end    there    appears    an    immediate    knowledge,    the 
knowledge   of   principles.      These  principles  have    the   double 
characteristic  of  being  incapable  of  proof  and  of  not  requiring 
proof   (An.    Post.    II,    100  b,    8).      They   are    known    with    a 
greater  certainty  than   anything   that  can   be  deduced   from 
them.       They   are    the    source    of    the    certainty    of    which 
deduction  is  only  the  channel.     The  faculty  by  which  they 
are  known  is  reason  (vovç),  and   according  to  Aristotle  this 
faculty  never  deceives  us  (Be  Anima,  429  a,  15-27  ;  430  a,  2). 
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This  theory  of  Aristotle  is  the  best  answer  to  a  famous 
argument  of  the  Sceptics — the  impossibility  of  proving  every- 
thing (An.  Post.  I,  3).  But  it  pre-supposes  precisely  that  which 
scepticism  called  in  question,  namely,  the  possibility^  of 
knowledge.  If  everything  had  to  be  proved,  says  Aristotle, 
knowledge  would  be  impossible  ;  what  do  I  care,  the  Sceptic 
replies,  it  is  precisely  the  possibility  of  knowledge  that  I 
dispute,  and  you  answer  me  by  starting  from  this  assumption 
just  as  if  it  were  a  necessary  principle.  In  fact,  Aristotle's 
whole  doctrine  is  inspired  by  the  idea  that  certainty  is  and 
must  be  possible.  He  merely  afhrms  the  infallibility  of  our 
reason,  and  this  is  indeed  all  that  can  be  done  by  those  who 
wish  to  resist  scepticism.  If  we  are  to  find  certainty,  we 
must  first  of  all  believe  in  it; 

Aristotle  was  not  aware  of  the  difficulty  of  his  position,  he 
was  aware  only  of  its  strength,  for  he  had  that  natural  faith 
which  is  lacking  in  the  sceptic.  In  order  to  defend  the 
principle  of  contradiction,  he  shows  that  those  who  deny  it 
condemn  themselves  to  universal  scepticism  {Met.  1005  Z>,  11  sq.). 
To  him,  as  to  all  strong  minds,  doubt  is  repugnant  ;  he  has 
faith  in  the  veracity  of  his  own  faculties.  He  shows  that 
scepticism  is  contradictory  and  refutes  itself  in  practical  life 
{Met.  1005  h,  25).  He  attacks  it  with  all  the  scorn  of  one  who 
is  convinced  of  the  soundness  of  his  own  reasons.  If  his  mind, 
he  says  of  the  sceptic,  holds  to  nothing,  if  he  at  the  same  time 
believes  and  does  not  believe  what  he  says,  in  what  does  such 
a  man  differ  from  a  vegetable  ?  êcrri  <5'  airo^el^m  eXejKTiKœç 
Kai  irepi  tovtov  oti  aSvvaTOV  av  (jlovov  tl  Xeyu  6  à/uLCpia'^tjTùûv. 
âv  0€  fÂrjOéi/,  yeXolov  to  YrjTelp  Xoyov  irpoç  top  /uljjOcvoç  eyovTa 

XoyOV,    f]    jULTj    €-)(€l'    0/UL010Ç   yap   (pVTlp    6    T010VT0Ç   ij    T010VT0Ç    tjSt], 

Finally,  he  says,  like  Spinoza,  that  the  rôle  of  the  sceptic 
is  to  be  dumb  :  ov  tw  toiovtw  Xoyoç^  out  airrœ  irpoç  avTOV, 
ouT€  TTjOoç  aXXou  {Ibid,). 


After  Aristotle  the  Problem  of  Certainty  is  recognized. 
Stoicism  :  Subjective  Criterion  ;  Tension  of  the  Soul.  Illogical 
Dogmatism  of  Epicurvs. 

After  Aristotle  the  speculative  interest  was  made  sub- 
ordinate to  the  practical.  The  human  intellect,  having  grown 
feeble,  began  to  doubt  itself,  and  the  possibility  of  knowledge 


appeared  as  a  problem  demanding  solution.  To  discover  an 
immutable  rule  of  life  and  a  sure  measure  of  certainty  and 
knowledge  were  the  two  questions  with  which  henceforward 
philosophy  was  to  concern  itself  (Eavaisson,  Met  d'Arist. 
Vol.  II,  p.  65). 

But  knowledge  was  only  a  means  to  happiness  and 
Logic  prepared  the  way  for  Ethics  ;  and  thus  the  speculative 
postulate  of  Plato  and  Aristotle  became  a  practical  postulate. 
It  remained  to  be  seen  whether  the  practical  interest  really 
did  stand  in  need  of  a  scientific  conception.  The  Sceptics 
denied  this,  and  there  being  no  longer  any  justification  or 
motive  for  it,  science  was  declared  to  be  impossible  as  well  as 
useless. 

Notwithstanding  its  dogmatic  character.  Stoicism  already 
carried  within  it  the  germ  of  scepticism.  It  already  discussed 
intellectual  certainty,  and,  if  it  furnished  a  foundation  for  it, 
the  foundation  was  too  weak  to  resist  the  pressing  attacks 
of  the  sceptics.  This  weakness  is  a  result  of  the  gross 
materialism  which  was  combined  in  the  Stoic  system  with 
much  that  was  noble  and  true. 

For  the  Stoics  nothing  was  real  that  was  not  a  body,  therefore  nothing 
existed  that  could  be  known  otherwise  than  by  the  senses.   Sensible  percep- 
tion, however,  was  not  purely  passive  :  it  followed  the  impression  made 
by  the  object  on  the  soul,  and  was  distinguished  from  it.     Knowledge 
begins  with  the  consent  we  give  to  a  representation  when  we  refer  it  to 
an  object  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv.  Math.  VIII,  397).     But  what  is  it  that  deter- 
mines  this  assent  ?    In  other  words,  by  what  signs  do  we  recognize  that  a 
representation  is  a  true  one  ?     There  are  representations  which  impose 
themselves  on  us  with  such   force  that  we  cannot  refuse  our  assent  to 
them,   <f>avTa(rlaL   KaTaXrjTTTLKai  (D.L.   vii,  46).      These  representations 
are  in  conformity  with  the  reality  and  express  the  peculiar  qualities 
{ISiwfxara)  which  distinguish  an  object  from  all  others  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv. 
Math.  VII,  250  sq.).     For  the  Stoics  maintain,  as  did  Leibnitz  later,  that 
there  are  not  two  things  in  nature  perfectly  alike  ;  and  from  this  they 
conclude  "  that  there  is,  for  everything,  in  every  circumstance,  one  single 
representation  which  is  infallible  and  truly  comprehensive,  and  the  sole 
object  of  the  assent  of  the  wise  man"  (Ravaisson,  Metaph.  d'Arist).     The 
real  object  is  recognized  by  the  impression,  or  shock  {(fyavTaa-la  kvapyy]^ 
Kol  7r\r)KTLKriX  which  constitutes  the  evidence  of  its  reality.    But  by  what 
means  do  we  measure  the  shock,  the  effect  of  the  tension,  which  is  the 
special  quality  perceived  ?     By  the  energy  of  the  inner  force,  the  tension 
of  the  perceiving  soul.    Thus  we  are  brought  back  from  the  passivity  of 
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the  soul  on  which  the  impression  is  made,  to  the  peculiar  activity  by 
which  it  apprehends  the  object  perceived.  ^' Mens  naturalem  vim  hahet 
quant  intendit  ad  ea  quihiis  movetur"  (Cic.  Acad.  II,  10).  , 

Truth  has  its  source  in  the  force  of  the  immediate  conviction 
which  the  (bavTaorla  KaToKrjirTiKrj  carries  with  it.  This  force 
belongs  originally  to  internal  and  external  perceptions,  and 
also  to  the  universal  concepts,  TrpoXyyp^eiç,  koipoÏ  evvoiai,  which 
are  unconsciously  abstracted  from  them  by  the  spontaneous 
activity  of  thought.  In  this  way  the  Stoics  could  say  that 
the  criteria  of  the  true  are  the  (pavracrla  KaToXriTrriKy  and 
the  '7rp6\rjy\n(s  (D.L.  VII,  54).  On  the  other  hand  the  exact- 
ness of  the  methodically  formed  concepts  has  to  be  proved 
by  scientific  demonstration.  Yet,  when  once  they  are  proved, — 
and  this  is  an  insoluble  contradiction  in  the  Stoic  system, — they 
carry  with  them  a  certainty,  not  only  equal  but  superior  to 
the  certainty  of  perceptions.  If  all  reality  is  corporeal  or 
individual,  if  every  concept  is  only  an  abstraction,  how  could 
there  be  more  truth  in  the  thought  of  what  is  not  real,  than 
in  the  conception  of  the  corporeal,  which  is  reality  itself  ?  Yet 
Zeno  compared  a  simple  act  of  perception  to  the  open  hand, 
judgment  to  the  closed  hand,  the  concept  to  the  fist,  knowledge 
to  the  fist  grasped  by  the  other  hand.  The  whole  difference 
between  these  four  forms  of  knowledge  lies,  as  we  see,  in 
the  greater  or  less  force  of  the  conviction.  Certitude  varies 
with  the  tension  of  the  mind  ;  there  are  in  it  differences 
of  degree,  but  not  of  nature.  In  fact,  the  real  criterion 
for  the  Stoics  was  neither  the  (paPTacria  KaToXrjTrTiKrf  nor 
the  TrpoXrjyl^iç,  but  the  force  of  conviction,  the  tension  of 
the  mind,  ev  topm  koi  Suvd/uLei  (Stob.  Uclog.  II,  128) — an 
entirely  subjective  criterion.  The  argument  which  recurs 
perpetually  in  their  lengthy  polemics  against  scepticism 
is  the  practical  interest,  the  impotence  of  the  man  who 
doubts,  the  necessity  of  affirmation  in  practical  life  (Plut. 
De  Stoic  repugn.  47,  12  :  to  fxrjre  irpaTreiv  jmrfre  op/nav 
aarvyKaTa  OeriKOç). 

The  Epicureans,  like  the  Stoics,  make  the  theory  of  know- 
ledge subordinate  to  ethics.  The  sensualistic  dogmatism  of 
Epicurus  rests  on  a  practical  postulate,  on  the  need  of 
a  firmly  established  conviction  in  order  to  avoid  the  uncer- 
tainties of  a  life  left  to  chance.      Since  his  ethical  system  rests 
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altogether  on  the  sensations  of  pleasure  and  pain,  sensation 
must  be  for  him   the  criterion  of  truth. 

"  There  were,"  Epicurus  said,  "  three  criteria,  the  senses,  the  anticipa- 
tions or  primary  notions,  and  the  passions  :  KpLrrjpia  tjJs  dXrfOçias  eîvatr 
ràs  alcrOrja-us  kœl  ràç  Tr/ooAry^ctç  Kal  rà  TrdOrj  "  (D.L.  x,  31).  Through 
the  passions  we  only  know  the  pleasure  and  pain  caused  in  us  by  things. 
They  are  the  basis  of  practical  philosophy.  Anticipation,  that  by  which 
we  anticipate  or  divine  sensation,  is  the  impress  (rvroc,  D.L.x,33)leftby  a 
frequently  repeated  sensation.  One  may  say  then  that,  for  Epicurus,  in 
the  last  resort,  the  only  criterion  of  truth  and  the  principle  of  all  specula- 
tive life  was  sensation.  If  you  resist  all  the  senses  you  will  not  even  have 
anything  left  to  which  you  can  refer  (D.L.  x,  46).  The  only  way  of 
escaping  from  absolute  doubt  is  to  admit  that  sensation  is  always  veracious. 
Where  we  think  to  find  errors  of  sense  there  are  only  errors  of  judgment. 
How  can  the  testimony  of  sense  be  contradicted  ?  Is  it  by  reason  ?  but 
rational  knowledge  is  derived  from  sensible  knowledge.  Do  our  senses 
contradict  one  another  ?  No  ;  for  each  one  of  them  has,  in  its  own 
domain,  an  absolute  validity.  The  different  kinds  of  perceptions  do  not 
refer  to  the  same  thing  (Sext.  Em  p.  Adv.  Math.  VII,  203,  sq.).  Thu& 
sensation  itself  is  evidence  (ivapyeia).  Error  is  possible  only  when  we 
go  beyond  sensation.  Sensation  is  the  criterion  of  the  abstract  concepts 
which  are  valid  only  in  so  far  as  they  are  confirmed  by  sensation,  and  in 
some  cases  only  in  so  far  as  they  are  not  contradicted  by  it  (D.L.  x,  33). 

Epicurus  does  not  seem  to  have  seen  the  difficulties  inherent 
in  this  theory.  All  sensations  as  such  are  true  ;  and  this  being 
the  case,  we  must  return  to  the  argument  of  Protagoras. 
Epicurus  tries  to  avoid  this  sceptical  inference  by  his  theory  of 
the  idola.  Our  senses  are  affected,  not  by  the  objects  themselves,, 
but  by  the  images,  the  simulacra,  which  emanate  from  them. 
Now  there  are  many  of  these  images,  and  they  may,  moreover, 
become  altered  during  the  passage  from  the  object  to  the  sense 
which  they  affect.  If,  therefore,  the  same  object  appears  diffe- 
rent to  different  individuals  it  is  not  because  the  sensation  is 
deceptive,  but  because  the  individuals  have  in  reality  perceived 
different  objects,  since  they  have  been  affected  by  different 
images. 

But  this  is  not  a  solution  ;  it  merely  puts  the  difficulty 
a  step  further  back.  How  is  the  faithful  image  to  be 
distinguished  from  the  image  that  does  not  correspond  to  the 
object  ?  We  have  outside  us,  as  it  were,  two  worlds  which  do 
not  mingle  though  one  is  derived  from  the  other — the  world  of 
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images,  the  world  of  real  objects.  We  only  know  the  former 
through  perception,  and,  as  there  is  no  constant  relation 
between  them,  the  latter  remains  unknowable.  Thus  science 
is  deprived  of  all  objective  value  ;  and  the  sensualistic 
subjectivity  in  which  the  theory  of  Epicurus  culminates  is 
not  far  removed  from  the  scepticism  of  Pyrrho. 

Pyrrhd's  Radical  Scepticism.  The  new  Academy:  Criticism 
of  the  Stoic  Dogmatism.  Prohahilism.  Carneades  :  Theory  of 
Degrees  of  Probability. 

At  this  period  of  Greek  philosophy  everything  seemed 
to  conduce  to  scepticism.  Even  those  who  attacked  it 
fostered  it  at  the  same  time  by  their  empiricism.  They 
questioned  the  possibility  of  knowledge,  and  could  find  no 
better  foundation  for  it  than  a  practical  postulate.  If  this 
postulate  were  overturned,  if  it  were  maintained  that  our  prac- 
tical interests  do  not  depend  upon  knowledge,  that,  on  the 
contrary,  these  interests  would  be  better  served  by  abandoning 
a  knowledge  that  is,  in  any  case,  unattainable,  then  we  should 
have  a  complete  scepticism  ;  and  there  would  be  nothing  left 
to  dogmatism  wherewith  to  oppose  it.  It  was  the  leading  idea 
of  Pyrrho  to  make  the  denial  of  knowledge  the  condition  of  the 
Sovereign  Good. 

Pyrrho  lays  down  three  propositions  :  1st,  that  we  can  know 
nothing  of  the  nature  of  things  ;  2nd,  that  we  must  con- 
sequently suspend  our  judgment  concerning  them  ;  3rd,  that 
the  result  of  this  suspension  is  arapa^la,  which  is  at  once 
virtue  and  happiness. 

We  can  know  nothing  of  the  nature  of  things,  for  how  couM  we 
obtain  certain  knowledge  ?  Through  our  senses  ?  Through  them  we 
know  things,  not  as  they  are  in  themselves,  but  as  they  appear  to  us. 
Through  reason  ?  But  reason,  even  where  it  seems  to  have  most 
authority,  that  is,  in  the  moral  sphere,  rests  on  mere  custom  and  habit 
{D.L.  IX,  61).  All  we  can  do  is  to  suspend  our  judgment  ;  €7ré;(€ti/  rrfv 
o-vyKaToiOecnv  ;  a  thing  is  not  more  this  than  that,  ovSèv  fiaXkov  (D.L. 
IX,  74).  The  doubt  of  the  Sceptics  does  not  refer  to  appearances,  to 
phenomena  {(l>aiv6iJL€va\  which  are  evident  (euapy yj\  but  to  the  reality 
which  we  are  incapable  of  attaining  (D.L.  ix,  103).  "But  what  is 
evidently  seen  prevails  wherever  it  may  be,"  says  Timon  (A p.  D.L.  ix. 
105).  The  moment  we  try  to  get  beyond  it  we  find  ourselves  confronted 
by  contradictory  and  equipollent  reasons  which  prevent  all  affirmation 
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(D.L.  ix,  106).  In  practical  life  apathy  and  indifference  (aStac^opto, 
oLTradeia)  correspond  to  doubt  (cttox^?,  at^ao-ia)  in  theoretical  life  (Aristo- 
cles  ap.  Euseb.  Praep.  Evang.  XIV,  IS,  2).  Cicero  speaks  of  Pyrrho  as  of 
one  who  was  before  all  things  a  moralist  (De  Fin.  VII,  16,  43).  To  him 
(Pyrrho)  scepticism  was  not  an  end  but  a  means.  He  cared  nothing  for  dia- 
lectics or  subtle  discussions  :  it  was  solely  with  the  moral  life  that  he  was 
occupied.  "  As  Pyrrho  had  left  a  great  example,  as  he  was  venerated 
almost  as  much  as  Socrates,  the  Sceptics  thought  it  well,  when  their 
doctrine  had  been  completely  elaborated,  to  invoke  his  name,  and  to  place 
themselves  as  it  were  under  his  patronage.  It  was  a  good  answer  to  those 
who  so  often  accused  him  of  abolishing  virtue  and  making  life  impossible. 
In  shoit,  Pyrrho  was  a  kind  of  saint  under  whose  patronage  Scepticism 
placed  itself  ;  but  the  father  of  Pyrrhonism  appears  to  have  been  very 
little  of  a  Pyrrhonian  "  (Brochard,  Revue  philosophique,  May,  1885). 

Scepticism  was  taught  by  Pyrrho  as  an  introduction  to 
Ethics  ;  the  Academy  taught  it  for  its  own  sake,  and  com- 
menced against  the  Stoic  dogmatism  a  polemic  in  which,  with 
an  interval  of  nearly  a  century  between  them,  Arcesilaus  took 
part  against  Zeno,  and  Carneades  against  Chrysippus. 

Arcesilaus  proposes  his  theory  as  a  refutation  of  the  Stoic 
dogmatism.  He  appears  to  regard  the  doctrine  of  (pavTacrla 
KaraXtjirTLKYf  as  the  only  possible  theory  of  knowledge,  and  by 
proving  it  to  be  false  he  believes  that  he  has  proved  the 
impossibility  of  knowledge.  The  Stoic  criterion  was  the  force 
of  conviction  which  the  (pavraa-la  KaraXtjirTiKri  carries  with  it. 
Arcesilaus  replies  that  this  conviction  may  belong  to  a  false  as 
well  as  to  a  true  perception,  mdlum  tale  esse  visum  a  vero  ut 
nan  ejmmodi  etiam  afalsopossit  (Cic.  Acad.  II,  24,  77).  Since  all 
our  cognitions  have  their  origin  in  the  (pavraa-la  KaraXrjTrriKri, 
when  the  latter  disappears  science  disappears  also,  and  the 
philosopher  cannot  give  his  assent  to  nothing.  To  the  Stoics' 
objection  that  scepticism  makes  life  impossible,  Arcesilaus 
replies  that  probability  is  the  only  rule  of  practical  life.  He 
taught  the  doctrine  of  Probabilism. 

A  century  after  Arcesilaus  the  scepticism  of  the  Academy 
had  in  Carneades  its  most  famous  representative.  There  is 
abundant  testimony  as  to  the  acuteness  and  eloquence  of  this 
philosopher,  and  the  admiration  he  inspired  not  only  in  his 
disciples  but  in  his  antagonists  (Cic.  De  Oral.  II,  38,  161  ;  D.L. 
IV,  62,  63).  This  great  thinker  not  only  gave  a  firmer  basis  to  the 
negative  side  of  scepticism,  he  also  defined  the  resources  which 
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this  theory  allows  to  the  human  mind.  He  gave  precision  to 
the  doctrine  of  probability,  and  indicated  its  conditions  and 
different  degrees.  He  was  the  great  teacher  of  ancient 
scepticism. 

Carneades  does  not  confine  himself  to  refuting  the  Stoic 
doctrines,  he  also  attacks  those  of  all  the  previous  philosophers 
(Sext.  Emp.  Adv.  Math.  VII,  159).  He  denies  both  the  formal 
possibility  and  the  results  of  science. 

Knowledge  is  impossible,  for  there  is,  in  truth,  no  kind  of  conviction 
which  has  not  at  some  time  or  another  proved  false,  or  which  consequently 
may  be  regarded  as  the  guarantee  of  the  possession  of  truth  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv. 
Math.  VII,  159).  An  examination  of  our  mental  representations  leads 
to  the  same  conclusion.  These  representations  are  merely  subjective 
modifications,  and  before  they  could  provide  the  elements  of  knowledge  it 
would  be  necessary  that  in  manifesting  themselves  to  us  they  should  at 
the  same  time  reveal  the  external  objects  which  are  their  cause  {Ibid, 
160  sq.).  And  how  many  are  the  errors  of  the  senses  which  might  be 
mentioned  !  There  might  still  remain  the  possibility  of  establishing  a 
criterion  in  order  to  distinguish  the  true  perceptions  from  the  false  ;  but 
how  could  this  be  done  seeing  that  all  have  the  same  origin  and  bear  the 
same  mark  ?  Think  of  the  images  we  see  in  dreams,  of  the  madman'» 
hallucinations  {Ibid.  ;  Cic.  Acad.  II,  15,  47).  Many  false  perceptions  are  so 
like  the  true  as  to  be  indistinguishable  from  them.  There  are  objects 
which  are  so  similar  that  we  confound  them  (for  instance,  two  eggs)  :  this 
is  the  denial  of  the  Stoic  principle  of  indiscernibles  {Ibid.  164  ;  Cic.  Acad. 
II,  13,  40).  Moreover,  the  transition  from  the  true  to  the  false  usually 
takes  place  by  insensible  degrees,  and  consequently  the  distinction 
between  them  escapes  us.  Carneades  applies  this  observation  not  only  to 
sensations,  but  to  the  concepts  of  our  understanding.  His  triumph  was 
most  complete  when  he  applied  it  to  the  quantitative  notions,  reviving  the 
Sorites,  and  all  the  Megaric  logical  subtleties  {Ibid.  416  sq.  ;  Cic. 
Acad.  II,  29,  92  sq.).  To  sum  up,  knowledge  is  impossible  because  we 
have  no  criterion,  because  error  carries  with  it  the  same  conviction  as 
truth. 

As  regards  the  results  of  knowledge,  the  criticisms  of 
Carneades  were  principally  directed  against  the  views  of  the 
Stoics.  He  refuted,  by  means  of  arguments  which  are  still 
current,  the  Stoic  teleology  (Cic.  De  Nat.  Dear.  Ill,  26,  65-70), 
the  idea  of  a  divine  personality  (Cic.  Ihid.  Ill,  13,  32  sq.  ; 
Sext.  Emp.  Adv.  Math.  IX,  139  sq?),  and  intelligence  (Sext. 
Emp.  Adv.  Math.  IX,  152,  175),  the  proof  of  the  existence  of 
God  by  general  consent  (Cic.  De  Nat.  Deor.  Ill,  4,  11),  the  theory 
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of  determinism  (Cic.  De  Fato,  11,  23  sq.\  and  lastly,  without  much 
difficulty,  divination,  and  the  other  ancient  superstitions  (Cic. 
De  Divinitat.  I,  II). 

From  this  twofold  criticism  of  dogmatism  Carneades  con- 
cludes that  it  is  impossible  to  know  anything.  The  wise  man 
affirms  nothing,  not  even  that  he  knows  nothing  (Cic.  Acad, 
II,  9,  28). 

All  our  representations  have  by  no  means  the  same  value.  We  are 
obliged  to  act,  and  must  therefore  attribute  to  certain  representations  an 
authority  sufficient  to  allow  of  our  being  determined  by  them.  We  must 
attribute  to  them,  not  indeed  truth,  which  is  beyond  our  grasp,  but  at 
least  the  appearance  of  truth,  to  aXr^Qy)  <}>aLV€(Tdai  efxif^cwta  (appearance), 
TTiOavoTrj^  (probability).  Truth  implies  agreement  with  the  object  and 
does  not  depend  on  ourselves.  We  can  only  judge  of  that  which  appears 
to  us  to  be  true  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv.  Math.  XII,  166  sq.).  In  this  adherence 
or  belief  there  are  degrees  which  correspond  to  the  degrees  of  probability. 
A  representation  which  appears  to  be  true  when  taken  by  itself,  but  is 
not  in  agreement  with  the  rest  of  our  representations,  has  only  the  lowest 
degree  of  probability  {Ibid.  173).  To  the  degree  immediately  above  this 
belongs  a  representation  whose  probability  is  confirmed  by  its  agree- 
ment with  concomitant  representations  {Ibid.  176)  ;  the  highest  degree 
of  probability  is  reached  when  these  concomitant  representations  are 
themselves  corroborated  in  the  same  manner  {Ibid.  182)  ;  and  since  the 
series  of  possible  experiences  is  indefinite,  we  may  in  this  way  get 
nearer  and  nearer  to  certainty  without  ever  attaining  it.  A  representa- 
tion belonging  to  the  first  degree  is  merely  probable,  but  when  it  belongs  to 
the  second  it  has  the  additional  advantage  of  not  being  contradicted.  In 
the  third  degree  the  representation  is  not  only  not  contradicted,  it  has 
also  been  tested,  is  at  once  iriBavri  kol  d7r€pi<Tiracrro<s  Kal  TrepiaySevfievr] 
{Ibid.  184).  Thus  the  further  we  carry  our  inquiries  the  more  probable  is 
our  knowledge,  and  the  nearer  we  get  to  certainty.  Carneades  also  applies 
this  theory  to  ethical  life.  He  does  not  pronounce  on  the  question  of  the 
sovereign  good,  but  merely  determines  the  relative  value  of  different 
kinds  of  good.  In  ethics  the  theory  of  Trpor^yfxkva  or  desirable  things, 
corresponds  to  the  theory  of  probability. 

It  is  impossible  to  deny  the  philosophical  value  of  this 
theory.  If  we  are  denied  absolute  certainty,  at  least  all  effort 
of  the  mind  is  not  stultified,  it  still  has  some  meaning,  some 
significance  ;  the  mind  may  adhere  freely  to  a  probability 
which  is  brought  nearer  and  nearer  to  certainty  by  the  mutual 
agreement  of  representations  and  ideas  within  the  unity  of  a 
coherent  thought. 
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Eclecticism  :    Evidence    the   Criterion  of  TnUh,      Antiochus, 
XJicero. 

The  theory  of  probability  prepared  the  way  for  a  return  to 
dogmatism.  The  Sceptics  had  rejected  all  the  philosophic 
systems  as  false,  the  Eclectics  admitted  that  not  one  of  them 
was  true  ;  but,  advancing  a  step  further  in  the  direction 
marked  out  by  Carneades,  they  thought  that  from  all  the 
systems  taken  together,  they  might  be  able  to  find  the  truth, 
provided  these  systems  were  critically  examined.  What  was  to 
be  the  criterion  of  truth  ?  If  we  are  to  depend  on  the  proposi- 
tions in  which  philosophers  agree,  we  should  only  arrive  at  very 
vague  and  general  notions.  Shall  we  fall  back  on  the  practical 
value  of  doctrines  ?  But  what  is  the  destiny  of  man  ?  Even . 
this  is  one  of  the  problems  concerning  which  philosophers  are 
most  divided  ;  so  that  the  only  measure  of  truth  left  is 
individual  consciousness.  But  here  again  the  Eclectics  only 
develop  the  theory  of  Carneades,  wiio,  for  truth  in  itself, 
substituted  that  which  appears  to  he  tnie.  They  accept  with 
the  Sceptics  the  subjective  character  of  evidence,  but  they 
affirm  that  man  possesses  as  it  w^ere  a  measure  of  the  true  and 
the  false,  that  he  may  fully  trust  to  what  is  immediately 
given  in  his  consciousness,  to  what  appears  to  him  as  certain, 
apart  from  scientific  inquiry.  Eclecticism  is  the  common-sense 
school  of  antiquity.  As  Zeller  remarks,  the  Eclectics  were  to 
the  Sceptics  who  went  before  them  what  in  modern  times  the 
Scottish  school  has  been  to  Hume. 

It  was  very  natural  that  the  first  appearance  of  eclecticism  should 
have  been  in  the  Academy.  The  theory  of  Philo  of  Larissa,  the  pupil  and 
successor  of  Clitomachus,  who  was  himself  a  disciple  of  Carneades,  is 
somewhat  vague.  He  professes  to  remain  faithful  to  the  spirit  of  his 
masters,  maintaining  that  there  Is  no  sure  sign  of  the  true  and  the  false 
{Acad.  II,  6,  18),  nevertheless  he  does  not  deny  the  possibility  of  cer- 
tainty. We  must,  he  says,  distinguish  inter  incertum  et  id  quod  percipi 
non possit  {Cic.  Acad.  IF,  10,  32).  There  is  a  certainty  which  is  founded 
on  evidence,  and  there  are  truths  impressed  on  our  minds  which  are 
evident  and  which  yet  cannot  be  perceived  and  comprehended  as  the  Stoics 
supposed  ;  esse  aliquid  perspicui  (evapyéç)  verum  illud  qnidem  impressum 
in  anima  atque  mente^  neque  tamen  id  percipi  ac  comprehendi posse  {Acad. 
11,11,34). 

In   order   to   attain    certitude   it  was   necessary    to   break 
altogether  from  the  theory  of  Carneades,  and  this  was  done 
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by  Antiochus  of  Ascalon.  His  eclectic  dogmatism  was  founded 
on  the  postulate  w^hich  served  as  basis  to  the  Stoic  dogmatism,, 
namely,  on  the  necessity  of  fixed  opinions  in  order  to  act. 
Probability  alone  is  not  enough  for  practical  life,  and  even 
supposing  it  were  enough,  the  principles  of  Carneades  would 
destroy  it.  Probability  and  certainty  disappear  together.  If 
the  true  as  such  cannot  be  known,  how  can  anything  have 
the  appearance  to  us  of  being  true  ?  (Cic.  Acad.  II,  11,  33). 

Antiochus,  indeed,  reasserts  the  possibility  of  certainty.  He  examines 
and  refutes  Carneades'  criticisms.  As  regards  the  senses  his  arguments  re- 
solve themselves  into  the  following  :  because  our  senses  sometimes  deceive 
us,  we  have  no  right  to  infer  that  they  deceive  us  always  (Cic.  Acad.  II, 
7,  19).  As  against  general  concepts,  Carneades  used  to  bring  forward  the 
illusions  of  dreams  or  of  madness.  But  these  do  not  bear  the  evidence 
peculiar  to  true  concepts  {Ibid.  II,  15,  47).  Carneades  tried  to  reduce 
these  concepts  to  nothing  by  such  arguments  as  the  Sorites,  but  if  two 
things  resemble  one  another  it  does  not  follow  that  they  are  indis- 
tinguishahle.  The  only  conclusion  is  that  truth  is  difficult  to  discover. 
Finally,  scepticism  is  self-contradictory.  The  Sceptic  proceeds  by  de- 
finitions and  reasonings,  yet  he  denies  that  there  is  any  difference 
between  error  and  truth  ;  he  affirms  that  there  are  representations 
which  are  false,  and  yet  believes  that  there  is  no  difference  between  the 
representations  that  are  true  and  those  that  are  false  {Ibid.  II,  9 
29-41,  43). 

Having  thus  refuted  Scepticism,  Antiochus  founds  an  eclectic 
dogmatism.  He  professes  to  return  to  the  true  tradition  of 
the  Academy,  which,  according  to  him,  had  been  broken  since 
the  time  of  Arcesilaus.  Plato,  Aristotle,  and  Zeno  differ,  he 
says,  more  in  language  than  in  ideas  (Cic.  Acad.  II,  5,  15),  and 
here  we  have  another  argument  against  Scepticism.  Since  it  is 
possible  to  reconcile  the  various  systems,  the  Sceptic  can  no 
longer  bring  forward  the  contradictions  between  them  as  an 
argument  in  his  favour.  Arius  Didymus  and  Potamo,  con- 
temporaries of  Augustus,  were  likewise  eclectics. 

Cicero  had  been  taught  by  Philo  of  Larissa  and  Antiochus,  and  lie 
adopted  to  a  great  extent  the  theories  of  the  new  Academy.  But  if  the 
contradictions  of  the  great  philosophers  appeared  to  him  a  sufficient 
reason  for  doubting  the  possibility  of  speculative  truth,  he  is  in  reality  an 
eclectic,  and  when  he  speaks  of  moral  truths  he  forgets  Carneades  and  is 
as  dogmatic  as  a  Stoic.  Every  conviction  rests  ultimately,  he  says,  on  an 
inner  and  immediate  certainty,  on  our  own  natural  feeling  of  truth,  on  a 
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kind  of  innate  knowledge  which  precedes  experience.  Sunt  enim  ingeniis 
nostris  sevnina  innata  virtutuni  {Tusc.  Ill,  1,  2).  Natura  komini  dedit  talem 
meiitem^  quae  omnem  virtutem  accipere  posset^  ingemdtque  sine  doctrina 
notitias  parvas  rerum  maximarunx  {De  Fin.  V,  21,  59).  Animum  esse 
ingeneratum  a  Deo  {De  Leg.  I,  8,  24). 

Revival  of  Scepticism.  Enesidemus  ;  Agrippa  :  the  Tropes, 
Sextus  Empiricics.  Summary  of  Ancient  Scepdicism.  Criticism 
(1)  of  the  Formal  Possibility,  (2)  of  the  Results  of  Knowledge. 

Eclecticism  was  the  offspring  of  Scepticism,  and  partook  of 
its  nature.  To  refuse  to  decide  between  rival  systems  of  philo- 
sophy was  equivalent  to  that  abstention  from  judgment  which 
was  recommended  by  the  Sceptics.  The  observation  was  soon 
made  that  the  meaning  of  a  philosophical  proposition  is 
determined  by  the  system  it  belongs  to,  and  that  consequently 
propositions  borrowed  from  different  systems  are  as  mutually 
exclusive  as  these  systems  themselves.  Thus  Scepticism  con- 
tinued side  by  side  with  Eclecticism,  but  from  this  time  forth 
it  showed  no  originality.  All  it  could  do  now  was  to  unite, 
order,  and  develop  the  arguments  of  Arcesilaus  and  Carneade^s. 
This  was  done  by  the  so-called  new  Sceptics. 

Ptolemy  of  Cyrene,  Enesidemus,  Agrippa,  and  Sextus 
Empiricus  (in  the  two  first  centuries  of  the  Christian  era) 
professed,  however,  not  to  belong  to  the  New  Academy,  while 
they  borrowed  from  it  most  of  their  arguments.  They  accuse 
this  school  of  inconsistency,  of  having  by  its  theory  of  pro- 
bability brought  about  the  eclectic  dogmatism  to  which  its 
later  representatives  had  been  converted.  Scepticism  in  its 
original  purity,  that  is  to  say  the  scepticism  of  Pyrrho,  seemed 
to  them  to  be  more  secure  against  the  attacks  of  dogmatism  ; 
but,  in  truth,  it  is  difficult  to  say  in  what  they  differed  from 
the  Pyrrhonians  of  the  New  Academy.  The  chief  merit  of 
Enesidemus  is  that  he  collected  all  the  different  reasons  for 
doubting  under  ten  heads  or  tropes  (D.L.  IX,  87  ;  Sext.  Em- 
piricus, Adv.  Math.  VII,  345). 

Four  of  them  refer  more  especially  to  the  subject,  their  aim  being 
to  throw  doubt  upon  the  veracity  of  our  perceptions  by  showing  that 
these  contradict  one  another  (Sext.  Emp.  Pyrrh.  Hypotyp.  I,  36-117).  In 
the  first  place,  the  same  objects  appear  different  to  different  animals  ; 
secondly,  even  among  men  there  are  physical  and  moral  differences,  owing 
to  which  the  same  object  is  not  perceived  by  all  in  the  same  way  ; 
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thirdly,  even  in  the  same  man  the  different  senses  are  not  always  in 
agreement,  and.  sometimes  they  contradict  one  another  ;  fourthly,  our 
perception  of  things  is  affected  by  our  physical  and  moral  inclinations,  by 
the  state  of  our  health,  by  the  fact  of  our  being  awake  or  asleep,  at  rest 
or  in  motion,  sad  or  joyful,  etc.  How  are  we  to  know  whether  we  are  in 
a  condition  to  perceive  things  exactly  as  they  are?  Whatever  our 
criterion  may  be,  it  requires  proof  ;  and  in  order  to  know  whether  this  proof 
is  correct,  another  criterion  is  needed,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 

Enesidemus'  six  other  tropes  may  be  said  to  refer  to  the  object.  They 
show  the  uncertainty  and  difficulty  which  surround  our  knowledge  in  its 
relation  to  the  object.  Firstly,  the  same  thing  appears  differently  to  us 
according  to  the  different  forms  it  assumes  ;  the  same  substance  will 
appear  white  as  a  pow^der,  and  yellow  or  black  as  a  solid  mass.  A  grain 
of  sand  appears  to  us  to  be  hard,  whereas  a  heap  of  sand  is  soft. 
Secondly,  the  result  of  observations  vary  with  circumstances.  A  square 
tower  appears  to  us  from  a  distance  to  be  round.  Thirdly,  things  make 
more  or  less  impression  on  us  according  as  we  are  more  or  less  accustomed 
to  them.  Fourthly,  we  cannot  know  things  in  themselves  on  account  of 
the  relativity  of  all  our  representations.  Fifthly,  we  perceive  things 
through  a  medium  (air,  liquids,  etc.),  the  influence  of  which  on  our 
perceptions  we  are  unable  to  appreciate.  Sixthly,  the  differences  in  laws 
and  in  customs  render  impossible  any  decision  as  to  what  is  true  and 
what  is  false,  as  to  what  is  good  and  in  conformity  to  nature  (Sext.  Emp. 
Pyrrh.  Hypotyp.  I,  117-163). 

Most  of  these  arguments  bear  on  our  sensible  knowledge  only,  but 
Enesidemus  adds  to  this  criticism  another  which  concerns  our  conception 
of  the  true,  and  especially  of  causality  (Emile  Saisset  :  Enésidème).  He 
also  examines  our  conceptions  of  passivity,  of  birth  and  destruction,  as 
being  connected  with  our  notion  of  causality,  and  he  tries  to  show  that 
every  one  of  these  notions  involves  a  contradiction.  As  against  the 
Stoics,  he  also  maintains  the  impossibility  of  inferring  from  phenomena  to 
substance,  from  external  signs  to  what  is  hidden.  As  we  shall  see,  his 
arguments  were  developed  later  by  Sextus  Empiricus.  The  conclusion 
arrived  at  by  Enesidemus  is  that  no  one  should  affirm  anything,  not  even 
his  own  doubt.  He  wished  his  philosophy  to  be  called  not  a  doctrine 
(ài/)€(riç),  but  a  tendency  {dywyr)). 

Agrippa  reduces  the  sceptical  arguments  or  tropes  to  five  : 

Firstly,  contradictions  among  human  opinions  ;  secondly,  infinite 
regress,  the  necessity  of  proving  everything  ;  thirdly,  relativity  of  all  our 
representations,  which  vary  with  the  subject  ;  fourthly,  every  demon- 
stration amounts  to  a,petitio  principi  ;  fifthly,  diallelos  :  whatever  is  used  to 
prove  a  proposition  stands  itself  in  need  of  this  same  proposition  in  order 
to  be  proved  ;  for  example,  the  veracity  of  thought  can  be  proved  only 
through  sensible  perception,  and  vice  versa  (Sext.  Emp.  Pyrrh,  Hypotyp, 
I,  164  sq.). 
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Finally,  at  the  end  of  the  second  century  of  the  Christian 
era,  we  find  in  Sextus  Empirions  a  recapitulation  of  all  the 
arguments  of  his  forerunners. 

He  continually  returns  to  the  argument  of  the  iuiposaibility  of  estab- 
lishing a  criterion  of  truth,  or  of  proving  anything,  because  every  demon- 
stration demands  another,  and  so  on  to  infinity.  Not  even  the  proposition 
that  man  is  able  to  judge  of  truth  can  be  maintained.  For  with 
whom  would  this  decision  rest  ?  With  one  man  or  with  all  men  ? 
In  the  former  case,  where  is  this  man  to  be  found  ?  In  the  latter,  how 
is  an  agreement  between  all  men  to  be  established  ?  And  even  if  we 
were  to  grant  that  man  has  the  power  to  judge  of  the  truth,  which  of  his 
faculties  will  enable  him  to  do  so  ?  The  senses  ?  but  these  continually 
contradict  each  other  in  ditferent  men,  and  in  the  same  man  from  one 
moment  to  another  ;  moreover,  the  senses  only  give  us  subjective  modi- 
fications and  never  enable  us  to  assert  anything  as  to  the  nature  of  things. 
Can  it  be  through  the  understanding  ?  But  how  could  man's  understanding, 
which  is  internal,  reach  the  external  ?  This  last  argument  contains,  as  it 
were,  a  presentiment  of  one  of  the  problems  in  Kant's  Critique  :  What 
proof  have  we  of  the  objectivity  of  the  categories  of  human  thought? 
{Pi/rrh.  Hypoti/p.  II,  18-84  ;  Adv.  Math.  314-445).  Sextus  Empiricus  also 
examines  our  notions  of  the  true,  but  on  this  point  his  arguments  do  not 
contain  much  Ijeyond  what  he  had  already  said  concerning  the  criterion 
of  truth. 

Having  examined  the  formal  possibility  of  knowledge, 
Sextus  Empiricus  proceeds  to  attack  the  results  arrived  at 
by  the  divers  dogmatic  systems  of  philosophy  ;  he  develops 
the  arguments  of  his  forerunners,  and  more  especially  those 
of  Enesidemus. 

The  Stoics  had  distinguished  two  kinds  of  signs.  The  first  only 
recall  other  phenomena  with  which  by  a  previous  experience  we  know 
them  to  be  associated  ;  in  this  sense  lightning  is  the  sign  of  thunder, 
smoke  of  fire  ;  and  these  they  call  signs  of  things  already  experienced 
(o-ij/zcîa  kv^uKriKo).  The  other  kind  of  sign  reveals  to  us  that  which 
we  do  not  know  through  any  experience  ;  these  are  indicative  signs 
(kKKaXxmriKo).  Phenomena,  for  example,  are  not  only  signs  that  recall 
to  memory  other  phenomena,  for  they  also  reveal  to  us  substances  and 
causes.  Sextus  Empiricus  denies  the  existence  of  these  indicative  signs. 
The  sign  and  what  is  signified  are,  he  says,  two  things  which  are  relative 
to  one  another.  Now,  of  two  correlative  things  one  cannot  be  known 
without  the  other  {e.g.  right  and  left)  ;  therefore  we  cannot  understand  a 
sign  as  a  sign  without  understanding  the  thing  it  signifies,  and  consequently 
we  should  know  together  with  it  that  which  it  is  supposed  to  reveal  to  us  ; 
and  hence  the  sign  would  be  useless.   The  sign  cannot  precede  in  the  order 
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of  knowledge  that  which  it  signifies,  therefore  there  are  no  revealing  signs. 
How  then  can  we  infer  substance  from  phenomena  ?      The  latter  can 
make  nothing  known  to  us  that  we  do  not  already  know  at  the  same  time 
and  in  the  same  way  as  themselves  (Pyrrh.  Hypotyp.  II,  80-133  ;  Adv. 
Math.  VIII,  141-298). 

Not  only,  according  to  Sextus  Empiricus  {Adv.  Math.  IX, 
207),  are  we  unable  to  arrive  at  causes  through  phenomena, 
but  the  very  idea  of  cause  involves  a  contradiction. 

For  no  matter  how  we  try  to  imagine  it,  we  are  unable  to  conceive 
the  relation  of  cause  and  etfect.  The  cause  must  precede  the  effect,  but 
a  cause  is  a  relative  thing,  for  it  can  have  no  existence  unless  in 
relation  to  some  effect.  Now,  correlative  things  are  simultaneous  not 
only  in  thought  but  in  existence.  And  if  the  cause  and  the  effect  are 
simultaneous,  how  are  we  to  distinguish  them  ?  Which  is  the  effect, 
which  the  cause?  And  how  are  we  to  conceive  cause  and  effect — as 
corporeal  or  incorporeal  ?  But  the  corporeal  cannot  produce  the 
incorporeal  ;  and  conversely.  We  are  unable  to  conceive  any  relation 
between  these  two  heterogeneous  terms.  Again,  the  corporeal  cannot  be 
produced  by  the  corporeal,  nor  the  incorporeal  by  the  incorporeal,  for, 
w^ere  it  so,  that  which  is  derived  from  the  active  substances  would  be 
already  contained  in  them  and  consequently  would  not  have  had  ta 
become.  Finally,  either  the  cause  produces  its  effect  alone,  or  it  requires 
a  matter  in  which  to  produce  it.  In  the  former  case,  from  being  one,  the 
cause  becomes  two,  and,  since  it  is  its  nature  to  produce,  from  being  two 
it  will  become  four,  and  so  on  to  infinity.  But  is  it  not  absurd  to  make 
infinity  come  out  of  unity  ?  And  if  the  active  principle  can  do  nothing 
without  the  co-operation  of  the  passive  principle,  the  cause  being  defined 
as  being  such  that  the  effect  takes  place  when  it  is  present  and  does  not 
take  place  when  it  is  absent,  the  passive  principle  is  as  much  the  cause  as 
the  active  {Adv.  Math.  IX,  195-276). 

It  will  be  noticed  that  this  lengthy  criticism  of  the  con- 
ception of  causality  is  an  entirely  objective  one,  and  that  it  in 
no  wise  foreshadows  the  modern  psychological  method.  Sextus 
Empiricus  endeavours,  by  means  of  arguments  of  the  same 
kind,  to  reduce  to  nothing  the  conceptions  of  diminution  and 
increase,  and,  with  them,  those  of  the  transposition  of  parts,  of 
change  and  of  motion.  He  analyses  the  notions  presupposed  in 
physical  science:  space,  body,  rest,  motion,  mixture;  and  the  proof 
of  the  existence  of  God,  and  of  the  providential  attributes 
belonging  to  God  which  are  part  of  the  doctrine  of  universal 
design.  His  arguments,  which  are  scarcely  more  than  a 
development  of  those  of  his  predecessors,  end,  like  theirs,  in  the 
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conclusion  that  all  affirmations  are  indifferent  :  larocrOeveia  rœv 
\6y(jùv.  Every  affirmation  may  be  contradicted  by  an  affirma- 
tion of  equal  value.  We  must  therefore  suspend  our 
judgment  and  act  in  accordance  with  appearances,  custom, 
or  the  need  of  the  moment. 

Neo-Platonic  Mysticism  :  Ecstasy, 

It  seemed  as  if  scepticism  was  to  be  the  last  word  of  Greek 
Philosophy.  The  Eclectics  had  attempted  to  avert  the  ruin  of 
philosophy  by  appealing  to  our  immediate  knowledge,  to 
common  sense.  But  there  was  no  more  harmony  between  the 
conceptions  of  the  different  members  of  the  eclectic  school 
than  between  the  systems  which  they  professed  to  reconcile  ; 
and  this  diversity  was  another  triumph  for  scepticism.  Truth 
was  not  to  be  found  either  in  the  relation  of  thought  to  its 
object  nor  in  the  reflection  of  thought  upon  itself.  We  must 
abandon  the  hope  of  attaining  truth  unless  we  admit  that  it  is 
directly  communicated  to  us  by  Him  who  is  its  eternal  source, 
that  is,  by  God  Himself.  And  this  was  the  extreme  solution 
adopted  by  the  Neo-Platonists,  a  solution  which  scepticism 
had  rendered  necessary.  Only  the  despair  of  attaining  certainty 
in  scientific  thought  could  have  led  to  this  attempt  to  find  truth 
in  a  revelation  that  was  above  thought  itself. 

But  how  was  certainty  to  be  founded  on  the  knowledge  of  a 
God  Whose  existence  it  was  necessary  to  prove  ?  A  reply  to 
this  question  is  found  in  the  system  of  Plotinus.  God  is 
within  us,  we  are  not  really  distinct  from  Him.  The  whole 
function  of  philosophy  is,  by  forcing  us  to  return  to  our  true 
being,  to  make  us  conscious  of  our  identity  with  the  Divine 
Being  ;  to  render  possible  the  ecstasy  by  which  we  are  absorbed 
in  the  supreme  unity.  Thus  the  Neo-Platonists,  like  the 
Eclectics,  make  an  appeal  to  immediate  certainty.  But  how 
could  certain  knowledge  of  the  object  be  derived  from  the  mere 
reflection  of  the  subject  on  itself  ?  To  this  question  the 
Eclectics  had  found  no  answer  ;  but  it  is  solved  when  the  reflec- 
tion of  the  subject  on  itself  is  ultimately  nothing  else  than  the 
union  of  the  subject  with  the  Supreme  Principle  from  which 
are  derived  both  all  existence  and  all  truth. 

Aristotle  saw  clearly  that  proof  is  possible  only  on  principles 
which  themselves  do  not  require  proof.      If  we  can  find  truth  ^ 
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through  dialectic  it  must  be  that  we  possess  it  already.  How 
is  this  possession  of  the  truth  to  be  explained  ?  The  soul  in 
her  higher  part  dwells  always  in  the  intelligence  ;  she  has,  in  the 
intuition  of  herself,  the  intuition  of  the  intelligible,  of  the  world 
of  ideas  (Plotinus,  Enn.  IV,  4,  2).  But  above  this  intellectual 
intuition,  in  which  there  is  still  consciousness  and  distinction, 
there  is  the  intuition  of  the  One,  there  is  ecstasy,  by  which  we 
are  lifted  above  all  determinate  thought  and  fused  with 
God  {Ihid.  y  I,  9,  4).  It  is  only  through  ecstasy  that  we 
possess  the  principle  and  the  unity  of  ideas.  So  long  as  we 
have  not  risen  to  this  higher  intuition  in  which  we  become 
one  with  the  Absolute,  there  remains  a  duality  of  subject  and 
object,  of  thought  and  being,  which  stands  in  the  way  of 
knowledge.  Thus  it  is  in  ecstasy  that  the  ultimate  principle  of 
all  certainty  is  found.  But  Plotinus  himself  admits  that 
■ecstasy  does  not  depend  on  ourselves  ;  we  must  wait  for  it, 
we  can  at  most  prepare  ourselves  for  it  by  purification  through 
knowledge  and  virtue.  Certainty  would  seem  then  to  be  only 
the  privilege  of  some  elect  souls,  a  gift  from  heaven. 

Christianity  introduces  into  the  Theory  of  Certainty  a  new 
element  :  Faith. 

In  the  Neo-Pla tonic  ecstasy  we  are  immediately  united  to 
the  Absolute,  the  intuition  of  which  is  above  intelligence.  But 
this  ecstasy  is  an  accidental  and  passing  state.  Quite  other  is 
the  function  of  Faith  (ttIo-tiç).  In  Christian  philosophy  Faith, 
according  to  St.  Paul,  is  not  only  the  act  of  a  mind  that  assents 
to  the  Evangelical  teaching,  but  a  feeling  of  trust  and  the  need 
of  loving  God.  It  is,  moreover,  an  act  of  will  by  which  we 
renounce  the  flesh,  in  order  to  live  the  divine  life  through 
-communion  with  Christ. 

I  live  ;  yet  not  I,  but  Christ  liveth  in  me  :  fw  Se  ovk  €tl  cyo»,  (y  8k  ev  i/jLol 
X/)to-Toç  (Gcd.  II,  20).  Thus  faith  takes  possession  of  the  whole  soul, 
renews,  regenerates  her,  gives  her  new  life.  But  man  is  not  the  author 
of  his  own  salvation.  Faith  comes  to  him  from  God,  Who,  by  communi- 
cating His  spirit  to  man,  brings  about  the  birth  of  the  spiritual  man 
'(irvevfiaTLKos)  in  him. 

While  he  shows  the  part  played  by  faith  in  all  our  know- 
ledge, St.  Augustine  endeavours  to  bring  about  the  union  of 
rational  with  religious  faith. 
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Scepticism  cannot  be  reconciled  with  that  need  of  certainty  which 
allows  the  human  mind  no  rest  without  the  possession  of  truth.  In  the 
second  place,  scepticism  involves  contradictory  elements  :  even  if  I  doubt 
I  have  the  notion  of  knowledge,  for  doubt  implies  a  comparison  between 
actual  knowledge  and  the  notion  of  an  ideal  knowledge  to  which  the 
former  does  not  correspond  {De  Vera  Relig.  73).  Finally,  doubt  implie» 
the  fact  that  he  who  doubts  thinks  and  exists  {De  Triri.  X,  14).  Here 
we  have  Descartes'  Cogito  ergo  sum.  It  is  impossible  to  rest  satisfied 
with  scepticism.  Now  faith  (in  the  most  general  sense  of  the  word) 
and  knowledge  presuppose  one  another,  for  they  are  joined  in  every  act 
of  knowledge.  What  is  knowing?  It  is  apprehending  by  reason  that 
which  makes  a  thing  necessary  ;  but  before  we  can  become  conscious 
of  this  necessity  we  must  admit  the  existence  of  the  object,  we  must 
rely  on  the  immediate  evidence  which  discursive  thought  will  afterwards- 
confirm  {De  Liber  Arhit.  II,  2).  Thus  faith,  or  the  act  of  will  which  give» 
its  assent  to  thought  {cura  assensione  cogitare),  is  the  first  step  toward» 
knowledge.  That  our  sensible  perceptions  are  subjectively  true  there 
can  be  no  doubt  ;  but  that  therç  is  a  real  world  corresponding  to  these 
perceptions  is  a  truth  of  which  faith  alone  can  give  us  certainty;  and 
that  this  sensible  world  contains,  so  to  speak,  supra-sensible  truth  is 
another  act  of  faith  which  precedes  thought.  It  is  therefore  possible 
to  have  faith  without  knowledge,  but  there  can  be  no  knowledge 
without  faith.  St  Augustine's  ideal  is  neither  belief  without  knowledge 
nor  knowledge  without  belief,  but  the  faith  which  is  made  complete  by 
knowledge,  or  the  knowledge  which  confirms  this  faith  {De  Utilitate 
Credendiy  II,  25).  There  is  a  double  analogy  between  religious  faith 
and  the  faith  that  provides  the  object  of  our  knowledge.  Religious, 
faith  implies  an  act  of  will  and  of  love  ;  to  know  the  good  we  must 
love  and  will  it.  Moreover,  religious  faith  also  finds  outside  itself 
its  object,  which  consists  in  the  supernatural  truths  given  to  us  in 
revelation. 

The    Middle    Ages  :     Graduetl     Separation    of    Faith  from 
Reason  res^dts  in  Scepticism.  "^Montaigne.      Charron. 

The  Mediaeval  philosophers,  like  St.  Augustine,  regarded 
faith  as  an  experience  :  the  experience  of  an  ethical  and 
spiritual  life  as  opposed  to  external  experience.  For  the 
ancients,  moral  life  depended  on  knowledge,  "  man  acts  as  he 
«thinks."  For  the  great  Scholastics,  on  the  contrary,  the 
experience  of  the  life  of  the  soul,  that  profound  consciousness 
of  a  spiritual  nature  which  is  faith,  is  both  the  perfection  and 
the  condition  of  scientific  knowledge.  Faith  is  not  opposed  to 
knowledge  ;  it  prepares  the  way  for  knowledge.  Truth  cannot 
contradict  itself. 
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St.  Anselm  expounds  with  much  force  the  doctrine  :  Non  quaero 
intellegere  ut  credam,  sed  credo  ut  intelligam.  I  believe  in  order  to  under- 
stand, quia  nisi  credidero,  non  intelligam^  for  if  I  did  not  believe  I  should 
not  understand  {Proslog.  1).  St.  Thomas  does  not  go  quite  so  far  ;  he  thinks 
that  revealed  truths  such  as  those  of  the  Trinity, original  sin,  etc.,  cannot  be 
proved  by  reason,  not  because  they  are  against  reason,  but  because  they 
are  above  it,  and  that  is  why  they  are  objects  of  faith  {Summa  Theol.  I, 
Quaest.  32,  Art.  1).  Faith  in  man  pre-supposes  the  co-operation  of  grace, 
or,  as  it  were,  a  call  from  God  {interior  instinctus  Dei  invitantis).  It  depends 
more  on  the  will  than  on  the  intellect.  The  mind  adheres  to  truths 
of  a  supernatural  order,  not  by  the  force  of  an  irresistible  demonstration, 
but  by  obeying  the  will.  Reason  can  only  lefute  the  arguments  of  the 
enemies  of  the  Church  by  showing  that  they  are  false  or  not  necessary 
{falsas^  nan  necessarias).  Faith,  like  grace,  does  not  destroy  nature  but 
completes  and  perfects  it.  Reason  pre-supposes  the  preambles  of  faith 
{praeamhula  fidei)^  and  in  this  sense  is  subordinate  to  faith,  naturalis 
ratio  S7cbservit  fidei  {Summa  Theol.  II,  qu.  2). 

Finally,  when,  with  William  of  Ockam,  Nominalism  prevailed, 
faith  was  separated  from  and  even  opposed  to  knowledge. 
Realism,  by  representing  the  very  ideas  of  God  as  the  objects  of 
knowledge,  was  able  to  find  harmony  between  reason  and  faith. 
Nominalism  reduced  science  to  a  pure  formalism.  It  was  no 
longer  Divine  ideas  that  were  the  basis  of  our  reasonings,  but 
words,  nomina,  flatus  vocis.  Revealed  truths  were  therefore 
imposed  by  faith,  and  faith  had  nothing  in  common  with 
reason,  which  had  only  a  relative  value.  Thus  it  would  seem  that 
the  philosophy  of  the  Middle  Ages  had  failed  in  its  task  :  it 
did  not  succeed  in  reconciling  faith  with  reason.  But  this  w^as 
because  faith  was  then  identified  with  the  dogmas  of  a 
positive  religion.  Nevertheless  a  great  truth  was  brought  to 
light,  namely,  that  true  philosophy,  if  not  science  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  word,  cannot  be  separated  from  the 
experience  of  our  ethical  and  spiritual  life  ;  that  philosophy  is 
made  up  of  ideas  revealed  by  this  experience  and  reflection. 

It  became  a  habit  amongst  the  bold  philosophers  of  the 
Renaissance  to  draw  a  distinction  between  theological  and 
philosophical  truths,  and  to  assert  that  they  might  co-exist 
although  opposed  to  one  another.  Doctrines  submissively 
accepted  as  articles  of  faith  were  rejected  in  the  name 
of  reason.  But  this  separation  of  reason  and  faith 
divided  the  human  mind  against  itself.  It  was  inevitable 
that  thought  should  openly  return  to  the  ancient  tradition,  and 
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that  reason  should  once  more  be  reinstated.     This  was  done 
by  Descartes.      If  men  are  to  rest  content  with  the  mediaeval 
■conception,  with  the  antithesis  between  reason  and  faith,  the 
consequence  will  be  a  scientific  scepticism. 

This  is  the  view  taken  by  Montaigne,  whose  whole  work  is 
a  negation  of  what  had  been  affirmed  by  the  great  Scholastics. 
His  essays,  indeed,  mark  the  end  of  mediaeval  thought, 
although  he  merely  resumes  the  arguments  of  ancient  scepticism 
concerning  the  formal  possibility  of,  and  the  results  obtained 
by  knowledge.  Montaigne's  friend  and  disciple  Charron  thinks 
that  a  very  good  method  of  introducing  and  establishing  Chris- 
tianity among  an  unbelieving  and  infidel  people  would  be  to 
make  them  disciples  of  Pyrrho.  Keason,  being  then  convinced 
of  its  own  impotence,  would  easily  submit  to  revelation,  for, 
he  says,  never  would  a  Pyrrhonian  or  an  Academician  be  a 
heretic  :    they  are  two  opposite  things. 

Descartes  :  Clear  and  Distinct  Ideas  ;  Divine  Truthfulness  ; 
Beconciliation. 

« 

Was  there  then  no  choice  between  scepticism  and  revelation  ? 
Some  sought  to  escape  from  this  alternative, — Galileo  and  Coper- 
nicus through  the  natural  bent  of  their  scientific  genius  ; 
Telesio  and  Bacon  because  they  had  a  presentiment  of  modern 
scientific  methods  ;  Giordano  Bruno  and  Nicholas  of  Cusa 
through  their  philosophic  enthusiasm.  It  was  the  spirit  of 
antiquity  come  to  life  again,  though  not  yet  fully  conscious  of 
itself.  Descartes  was  the  first  to  attempt,  with  a  full  con- 
sciousness of  what  he  wanted  and  of  what  had  to  be  done,  to 
re-establish  an  independent  philosophy,  and  that  not  only 
de  facto  but  de  jure. 

The  introduction  to  his  philosophy  is,  as  it  were,  a  summary 
of  the  whole  history  of  human  thought  since  the  Middle  Ages. 
He  puts  aside  faith  and  at  once  finds  himself  confronted  by 
scepticism  :  how  was  he  to  escape  from  it  ?  By  employing 
it  as  a  method.  We  have  accepted  most  of  our  opinions  with- 
out reflection  from  our  teachers  and  our  desires,  and  we  must 
set  them  aside  {Disc,  de  la  Méth.,  2nd  Part).  Since  our  sense» 
sometimes  deceive  us,  we  cannot  trust  them  at  all.  Some 
men  make  mistakes  in  their  reasoning  concerning  even  the 
simplest  things  in  geometry,  hence  we  shall  reject  as  false  all 
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those  reasons  which  we  now  take  to  be  demonstrative.  Lastly, 
as  a  malicious  spirit,  as  cunning  and  deceitful  as  it  is  powerful, 
may  be  making  sport  of  us  and  using  his  skill  to  deceive  us, 
we  shall  suspend  our  judgment  on  all  things  {\st  Medit.). 

In  its  methodical  doubt  Cartesian  philosophy  starts  from 
scepticism.  But  out  of  this  very  doubt  does  not  an  irresistible 
truth  emerge  ?  I  who  doubt,  think.  /  think,  therefore  I  am. 
And  this  is  the  starting  point  of  modern  thought  ;  it  establishes 
the  thinking  subject,  and  so  clearly,  that  henceforward  the 
facts  of  consciousness  at  least,  and  the  manifestations  of 
thought,  are  beyond  the  reach  of  the  most  audacious  scepticism. 
All  that  the  latter  can  now  question  is  the  correspondence 
between  these  subjective  phenomena  and  reality,  that  is  to  say, 
the  existence  of  objective  certainty. 

How  is  this  objective  certainty  to  be  attained  ?  This  is  the 
most  critical  point  in  the  Cartesian  theory.  When  I  say  that 
"  I  think,  therefore  I  am,"  what  is  it  that  assures  me  of  the 
truth  of  this  proposition  ?  It  is  that  I  know  clearly  that  in 
order  to  think  I  must  exist.  I  may  therefore  take  it  as  a 
truth  that  those  things  which  I  conceive  very  clearly  and 
distinctly  are  all  true.  The  clearness  and  distinctness  of  ideas 
is  therefore  the  criterion  of  their  truth.  Starting  from  this 
principle,  Descartes  proves  the  existence  of  God.  But  having 
done  so,  he  seems  to  invert  the  order  of  his  first  principles,  for 
he  adds  that  it  is  because  God  exists  that  what  we  can  see 
clearly  and  distinctly  is  true. 

"The  principle  which  I  have  already  taken  as  a  rule,  viz.,  that  all 
the  things  which  we  clearly  and  distinctively  conceive  are  true,  is  certain 
only  because  He  is  or  exists,  and  because  He  is  a  perfect  being,  and  because 
all  we  possess  is  derived  from  Him.  Whence  it  follows  that  our  ideas  or 
notions,  which  to  the  extent  of  their  clearness  or  distinctness  are  real  and 
proceed  from  God,  must  to  that  extent  be  true  "  {Disc,  de  la  Méth.  4th  Pt.). 

But  is  there  not  here  a  vicious  circle  ?  Keason  proves  the 
existence  of  God,  and  God  guarantees  the  validity  of  reason. 
Our  demonstration  of  the  existence  of  God  is  valid  only  if  He 
is  already  shown  to  exist.  God  is  proved  by  the  natural  light 
of  reason,  and  without  God  this  natural  light  could  only  be  a 
source  of  error.  In  order  to  understand  how  Descartes 
escapes  from  this  seemingly  vicious  circle  we  must  observe  his 
view   of   certainty.     The  problem  is  not   to  pass  from  what 
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appears  to  us  as  true  to  what  is  true  in  itself,  but  to  attain 
absolute  certainty  in  the  realm  of  thought.  The  doubt  we 
want  to  get  rid  of  is  the  doubt  of  a  man  who  has  just  done  a 
sum  of  addition  and  asks  himself  whether  he  has  made  a 
mistake  in  it. 

"  When  in  thinking  we  have  a  clear  conception  of  a  certain  truth,  we  are 
naturally  inclined  to  believe  this  truth.  And  if  our  belief  is  so  firm  that 
we  can  never  have  any  leason  to  doubt  that  which  we  helieve  in  this  way, 
toe  require  rwthing  more  ;  for  we  have  with  regard  to  this  matter  as  much 
certainty  as  one  can  reasonably  desire.  For  what  matters  it  to  us  if  some 
one  were  to  suppose  that  that  of  which  we  are  so  strongly  persuaded  is 
false  in  the  eyes  of  God  or  of  the  angels,  and  is  therefore,  absolutely 
speaking,  false?"  {Answer  to  the  ^nd  Ohjectiœi). 

We  must  distinguish  between  an  immediate  intuition  and  the 
act  of  memory  implied  in  every  deduction  that  is  at  all  lengthy. 
When  we  fix  our  mind  on  an  evident  truth,  such  as  the  cogito 
ergo  suniy  there  is  no  room  for  doubt.  Our  intuition,  that  is 
to  say,  our  clear  and  distinct  knowledge  of  the  truth  before  us 
does  not  require  the  guarantee  of  the  divine  veracity.  But 
when  we  make  a  lengthy  deduction,  or  when  we  remember 
certain  conclusions  without  thinking  of  the  principles  by  which 
they  are  established,  and  without  going  once  more  through  the 
reasoning  by  which  they  are  justified,  only  the  knowledge  of 
God,  who  is  the  warrant  of  the  validity  of  our  thought,  can 
give  us  certainty.  The  knowledge  of  the  atheist  is  not  true 
science,  because  any  knowledge  on  which  doubt  may  be  thrown 
cannot  be  called  by  the  name  of  science  (Ibid.). 

We  have  now  escaped  from  the  circle  in  which  we  seemed 
to  be  imprisoned.  The  cogito  ergo  sum  is  a  clear  and  dis- 
tinct truth  at  the  moment  when  we  think  it,  and  as  there  is 
no  thought  that  does  not  imply  the  cogito,  the  latter  never  falls 
into  the  realm  of  memory.  From  the  cogito  we  are  led  to  the 
existence  of  God  without  going  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
irresistible  evidence  which  leaves  no  room  for  doubt.  When 
we  have  reached  the  idea  of  God,  we  have  the  certainty  that 
our  mind  is  made  for  truth  ;  and  this  certainty  extends  to  the 
premisses  which  have  served  to  prove  the  existence  of  God. 

"  In  the  first  instance,  we  are  sure  that  .God  exists,  becaicse  we  give  our 
attention  to  the  reasons  which  prove  His  existence  ;  but  after  that,  it  is 
enough  for  us  to  remember  having  conceived  a  thing  clearly  in  order  to  be 
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sure  that  this  thing  is  true,  which  would  not  be  the  case  if  we  did  not  know- 
that  God  exists  and  that  He  cannot  deceive  us"  {Answer  to  the  J^th 
Objection^  2nd  Part). 

To  sum  up  :  God  is  the  principle  of  knowledge  as  well  as  of 
existence.  In  Him  is  the  theoretical  basis  of  certainty.  ;  but 
its  practical  criterion  is  in  the  clearness  and  distinctness  of 
ideas.  By  an  intuition  which  leaves  no  room  for  doubt  we 
know  the  existence  of  thought  and  the  existence  of  God,  w^hich 
is  immediately  deducible  from  the  existence  of  thought. 

As  for  the  existence  of  the  world  it  is  guaranteed  to  us  by 
the  divine  veracity  alone.  In  the  same  way  the  knowledge  of 
this  world  is  subordinate  to  the  existence  of  God,  for  it  is 
because  God  exists  and  because  He  is  perfect  that  distinct 
realities  correspond  to  our  clear  and  distinct  ideas. 

Malebranche  :  Certitîcde  and  Vision  in  God. 

According  to  Descartes,  the  truthfulness  of  God  assures  us 
that  real  things  correspond  to  our  clear  and  distinct  ideas.  We 
have  thus  three  terms  before  us  :  the  ideas  of  the  mind,  reality, 
and  God.  Malebranche  simplifies  Descartes'  system  by  reduc- 
ing these  three  terms  to  one.  The  ideas  are  reality  itself,  and 
our  mind,  which  apprehends  them  by  an  immediate  intuition, 
does  not  require  to  be  guaranteed  by  God,  since  in  so  far  as  it 
has  clear  and  distinct  ideas  it  sees  God  Himself. 

"  If  our  bodies  move  in  a  corporeal  world,  our  minds  are  constantly 
being  carried  into  an  ideal  world  which  affects  them,  and  thus  becomes 
perceptible  to  them"  {Entretiens  I,  5).  To  deny  the  reality  of  the  ideas 
would  be  to  assert  that  the  non-existent  can  be  thought.  "All  the 
things  of  which  I  think,  are,  or  at  least  exist  as  long  as  I  am  thinking  of 
them.  When  I  think  of  a  circle  or  a  number,  of  Being,  or  the  Infinite,  or 
of  a  certain  finite  being,  I  perceive  realities,  for  if  the  circle  of  which  I 
am  thinking  was  nothing,  when  thinking  of  it  I  would  be  thinking  of 
nothing  ;  now  the  circle  of  which  I  am  thinking  has  properties  that  do  not 
belong  to  any  other  figure,  therefore  this  circle  exists  at  the  time  I  am 
thinking  it,  because  the  non-existent  has  no  properties,  and  one  non- 
existent thing  cannot  be  different  from  another  non-existent  thing" 
{Ibid.  I,  4).  All  these  ideas  exist  in  God,  Who  is  the  basis  of  their 
reality.  "All  our  clear  ideas  are  in  God  as  far  as  their  intelligible  reality 
is  concerned.  It  is  only  in  Him  that  we  see  them,  only  in  the  universal 
reason  which  through  them  enlightens  all  minds.  If  our  ideas  are 
eternal,  immutable,  necessary,  it  must  be  that  they  exist  in  an  immutable 
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Being  ;  our  minds  dwell  in  the  Universal  Reason  in  that  Intelligible 
Substance  which  contains  the  ideas  of  all  the  truths  discovered  by  us  " 
{Ibid.  I,  10). 

Thus  the  principle  of  certainty  is  our  union,  or  rather  our 
oneness  with  God.  Truth  is  God  present  in  us,  thinking  in 
us  ;  the  intelligible  is  the  real  and  the  absolute.  For  Male- 
branche,  as  for  Descartes,  the  practical  criterion  of  truth  is 
the  clearness  of  our  ideas.  "  In  order  to  know  the  works  of 
God  we  must  consult  the  ideas  He  gives  us  ;  those  which  are 
clear  ;  those  on  which  He  has  formed  these  works.  We  run  a 
great  risk,  if  we  follow^  any  other  method  "  {Ibid.  Ill,  12).  "  All 
our  clear  ideas  are  in  God  in  so  far  as  they  have  intelligible 
reality.  It  is  only  in  Him  that  we  see  them"  {Ibid.  I,  18). 
What,  then,  is  the  use  of  the  material  world  on  this  theory  ?  It 
has  none.  If  it  did  not  exist,  nothing  w^ould  be  changed  in  our 
knowledge  of  the  intelligible  world  {Ibid.  I,  5).  We  could  even, 
absolutely  speaking,  have  the  same  feelings  independently 
of  objects  {Ibid.  I,  8  ;  VI,  4).  And  on  the  other  hand,  if  the 
sensible  world  did  exist  we  should  have  no  means  of  perceiving 
it  ;  why  then  affirm  its  existence  ?  It  cannot  be  known 
immediately,  and  the  feelings  which  lead  us  to  believe  in  it 
are  purely  subjective  modifications. 


"  Bodies  cannot  act  on  our  mind  nor  be  present  to  it,  and  our  mind  can 
only  know  them  in  the  ideas  which  represent  them,  and  can  only  perceive 
them  through  the  modes  and  feelings  of  which  they  cannot  be  more  than 
the  occasional  cause  "  {Entr.  VI,  5).  The  external  world  cannot  be  proved. 
"  The  volitions  of  God  which  refer  to  the  world  are  not  contained  in  the 
notion  we  have  of  Him,  and  since  only  these  volitions  can  give  being  to 
creatures,  it  is  clear  that  only  those  truths  can  be  demonstrated  which 
have  a  necessary  connection  with  their  principles.  Thus,  since  we 
cannot  make  sure  of  the  existence  of  bodies  through  demonstration, 
there  is  no  other  way  of  doing  so  except  through  the  authority  of 
revelation  "  {Ibid.  6). 

These  divers  sensations  by  which  we  are  affected  are  the 
results  of  the  general  laws  of  the  union  of  the  soul  and  the 
body,  and  are  nothing  else  than  natural  revelations  by  which 
God  informs  us  that  we  have  a  body  and  that  we  are 
surrounded  by  other  bodies.  But  our  senses  sometimes 
deceive  us  ;  hence  speculative  doubt  is  still  possible,  and  we 
must  fall  back  on  s^i^yernatural  revelation. 
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"Faith  provides  us  with  a  proof  which  it  is  impossible  to  resist. 
Whether  there  are  bodies  or  not,  it  is  certain  that  we  see  them,  and  that 
God  alone  can  have  given  us  sensations  of  them.  It  is  therefore  God 
who  puts  before  my  mind  the  appearance  of  the  men  with  whom  I 
live,  of  the  books  I  study,  of  the  preachers  I  hear.  .  .  .  Now,  faith 
tells  me  that  God  has  created  the  heavens  and  the  earth,  that  the 
Scriptures  are  a  Divine  Book.  This  Book,  as  it  appears  to  me,  tells  me 
positively  that  theie  are  thousands  and  thousands  of  creatures  and 
things.  Behold,  now,  all  my  appearances  changed  into  reality.  Faith 
being  pie-supposed,  the  existence  of  bodies  is  strictly  demonstrated" 
Ibid.  8). 

To  sum  up  :  our  soul  stands  in  two  relations  ;  one  of  these 
is  immediate  and  necessary,  a  relation  to  the  Author  of  its 
being,  to  the  Universal  Reason,  which  is  the  place  of  spirits  as 
space  is  the  place  of  bodies  ;  the  other  relation  is  mediate  and 
contingent,  though  governed  by  general  laws,  a  relation  to  the 
body  and  through  it  to  other  bodies.  The  soul  can  therefore 
be  only  indirectly  assured  of  the  existence  of  bodies,  including 
its  own.  It  is  only  to  God  that  the  soul  is  immediately  united. 
Thus,  vision  in  God,  which  is  the  efïect  of  the  constant  action 
of  God  upon  us,  or,  in  other  words,  of  the  connection  between 
our  reason  and  the  Universal  Eeason,  is  the  foundation  of  all 
certainty. 

Spinoza  :  In  so  far  as  it  possesses  Adequate  Ideas  the  Human 
Mind  is  one  with  the  Divine  Mind. 

To  say  :  "  by  substance  I  mean  that  which  is  in  itself  and 
is  conceived  through  itself.  ...  by  mode  I  mean  that 
which  exists  and  is  perceived  through  something  other  than 
itself,"  is  to  assume  that  things  have  existence  by  reason  of 
and  in  proportion  to  our  conception  of  them  ;  is  in  fact  to 
identify  Being  with  thought.  Thus  in  Spinoza  we  find  once 
more  the  principle  of  clear  ideas.  His  Ethics,  even  in  its 
external  form,  is  the  most  striking  application  of  this  theory. 

'*  A  true  idea  (for  we  possess  a  true  idea)  is  something  diflferent  from  its 
object  (ideatum).  Thus  a  circle  is  different  from  the  idea  of  a  circle 
{On  the  Improvement  of  the  Understanding^  trans,  by  Elwes,  p.  12).  A 
true  idea  must  correspond  with  its  ideate  or  object  {Eth.  Part  I,  ax.  VI). 
How  are  we  to  know  that  an  idea  corresponds  with  its  object  ?  For  such 
a  distinction  to  be  possible,  the  true  idea  must  be  recognized  by  intrinsic 
marks.     That   which  constitutes  the  reality  of  a  true  thought  must  be 
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sought  in  the  thought  itself,  and  deduced  from  the  nature  of  the  under- 
standing. A  true  idea  is  distinguished  from  a  false  idea  not  so  much  by 
its  extrinsic  object  as  by  its  intrinsic  nature  .  .  .  whence  it  follows  that 
there  is  in  ideas  something  real  whereby  the  true  are  distinguished  from 
the  false  "  (On  the  Improvement  of  the  Understanding,  pp  25,  26). 

The  intrinsic  quality  of  a  true  idea  is  that  it  is  adequate. 
An  adequate  idea  is  one  that  is  in  God,  inasmuch  as  He  consti- 
tutes the  essence  of  the  human  soul.  When  an  idea  is  in  God, 
not  only  inasmuch  as  He  is  the  essence  of  the  human  soul, 
but  in  so  far  as  He  has  at  the  same  time  the  idea  of  another 
thing,  this  idea  is  only  partially  in  us,  in  other  words  it  is 
inadequate.  It  is  precisely  in  this  privation  of  knowledge  that 
lies  the  falseness  of  ideas.  All  ideas  are  true  and  adequate  in 
God.  We  recognize  an  adequate  idea  in  that  it  is  clear  and 
distinct,  and  inadequate  in  that  it  is  mutilated  and  confused 
{Eth.  II,  35,  36).  As  the  adequate  idea  is  of  itself  true,  the 
criterion  of  the  truth  of  ideas  is  their  clearness  and 
distinctness.  "  Ideas  that  are  clear  and  distinct  can  never  be 
false  "  ;  but  this  is  because  the  human  mind  is  in  their 
case  not  distinct  from  the  divine. 

The  clear  and  distinct  idea  not  only  excludes  fiction  and 
falseness,  but  doubt. 

"  In  proportion  as  the  understanding  is  smaller  and  its  experi- 
ence multiplex,  so  will  its  power  of  coining  fictions  be  larger,  whereas,  as 
the  understanding  increases,  its  capacity  for  entertaining  fictitious  ideas 
becomes  less  {On  the  Improvement  of  the  Understanding,  P-  21).  If  there  be 
a  God  or  omniscient  Being,  such  an  one  cannot  form  fictitious  hypotheses. 
.  .  .  Fiction  cannot  be  concerned  with  eternal  truths  {Ibid.  p.  19).  .  .  . 
We  need  therefore  be  in  no  fear  of  forming  hypotheses  as  long  as  we  have 
a  clear  and  distinct  perception  of  what  is  involved"  {Ibid.  p.  23). 

The  clear  and  distinct  idea  also  excludes  doubt,  because 
doubt  is  merely  the  result  of  two  confused  ideas  which  contradict 
each  other.     A  true  idea  carries  with  it  immediate  certitude. 

"  He  who  has  a  true  idea  knows  at  the  same  time  that  he  has  a  true 
idea,  nor  can  he  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the  thing  {The  Ethics,  Prt.  II, 
Prop.  43).  .  .  .  What  can  there  be  more  clear  and  more  certain  than 
a  true  idea  as  a  standard  of  truth  ?  Even  as  light  displays  both  itself 
and  darkness,  so  is  truth  a  standard  both  of  itself  and  of  falsity 
{Ibid.  note).  .  .  ,  Our  mind,  in  so  far  as  it  perceives  things  truly,  is  part 
of  the  infinite  intellect  of  God  ;  therefore,  the  clear  and  distinct  ideas 
of  the  mind  are  as  necessarily  true  as  the  ideas  of  God  {Ibid.).  .  .  • 
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No  one  can  know  the  nature  of  the  highest  certainty  unless  he  possesses 
an  adequate  idea  or  the  subjective  essence  of  a  thing  ;  for  certainty  is 
identical  with  such  subjective  essence"  {On  the  Improvement  of  the  Under- 
standing, p.  13). 

Holding  such  a  theory,  Spinoza  had  naturally  no  sympathy 
with  the  sceptics.  If  a  clear  idea  carries  certitude  along  with 
it,  lack  of  certitude  comes  from  the  absence  of  any  clear  idea  ; 
and  as  it  is  the  nature  of  the  understanding  to  have  clear  ideas, 
the  sceptic  is  by  this  same  fact  relegated  to  the  order  of  brutes. 
The  sceptic  requires  proof. of  proof  ad  infinitum. 

"  To  this  I  make  answer  that,  if  by  some  happy  chance  anyone  had 
adopted  this  method  in  his  investigations  of  nature — that  is,  if  he  had 
acquired  new  ideas  in  the  proper  order,  according  to  the  standard  of 
the  original  true  idea,  he  would  never  have  doubted  the  truth  of  his  know- 
ledge, inasmuch  as  truth,  as  we  have  shown,  makes  itself  manifest,  and 
knowledge  of  all  things  would  flow  as  it  were  spontaneously  towards 
him  "  {Ibid.  p.  16). 

The  Ethics  is,  in  fact,  Spinoza^s  reply  to  scepticism.  It 
reproduces  the  order  of  nature  and  thus  makes  doubt  impossible. 

"If  there  yet  remains  some  sceptic  who  doubts  of  our  primary 
truth,  and  of  all  the  deductions  we  make,  taking  such  truth  as  our 
standard,  he  must  either  be  arguing  in  bad  faith,  or  we  must  confess 
that  there  are  some  men  in  complete  mental  blindness,  either  innate 
or  due  to  misconceptions.  .  .  .  With  such  persons  one  should  not  speak 
of  sciences.  ...  If  they  deny,  grant,  or  gainsay,  they  know  not  that 
they  deny,  grant,  or  gainsay,  so  that  they  ought  to  be  regarded  a» 
automatics  utterly  devoid  of  intelligence"  {Ibid.  p.  17). 

Leibnitz  :  Intuitive,  Demonstrative,  and  Sensible  Certitiule. 

Leibnitz  distinguishes  three  kinds  of  knowledge,  the  intuitive, 
the  demonstrative,  and  the  sensible  {New  Essays,  lY,  2), 
and  he  attributes  certitude  to  these  three  kinds,  which  he 
calls  certain  knowledge,  in  contrast  to  probable  knowledge 
{Ibid.  14).  Thus  there  are  three  kinds  of  certitude,  the  intuitive, 
the  demonstrative,  and  the  sensible. 

'  Intuitive  certitude  comprises  two  classes  of  truths  :  primary 
truths  of  fact,  and  primary  truths  of  reason,  both  of  which 
are  immediately  known.  Primary  truths  of  fact  are  the 
result  of  an  immediate  inner  experience  :  e.g.  the  general 
proposition,  /  think,  therefoi^e  I  am,  or  the  particular  proposi- 
tion, /  think  of  such  or  sv^h  an  object. 
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"  The  primary  truths  of  reason  are  those  which  I  call  by  the  general 
name  of  identical.  .  .  .  And  in  this  way  all  adequate  definitions  contain 
primary  truths  of  reason,  and  consequently  intuitive  knowledge"  {New 
EsmySy  IV,  ii,  1).  "  Now  this  intuition  which  makes  known  our  existence  to 
ourselves  makes  it  known  to  us  with  an  evidence  complete,  incapable  of 
being  proved,  and  having  no  need  of  proof  ;  so  that  even  when  I  attempt  to 
doubt  all  things  this  doubt  itself  does  not  allow  me  to  doubt  my  own 
•existence  "  (IV,  ix,  3).  "  Truths  of  reason  are  necessary,  and  those  of 
fact  are  contingent.  .  .  .  You  see  by  this  that  all  primary  truths  of 
reason  or  of  fact  have  this  in  common,  that  they  cannot  be  proved  by  any- 
thing more  certain  "  (IV,  ii,  1).  "  And  I  add  that  the  immediate  apper- 
ception of  our  existence  and  of  our  thoughts  furnishes  us  the  first  truths 
a  posteriori^  or  of  fact,  i.e.  the  first  experiences;  just  as  identical  proposi- 
tions contain  the  first  truths  a  priori.,  or  of  reason,  i.e.  the  first  lights  (les 
premieres  lumières).  Both  are  incapable  of  proof,  and  may  be  called 
immediate,  the  former  because  of  the  immediate  relation  of  the  under- 
standing and  its  object,  the  latter  because  of  the  immediate  relation  of 
the  subject  and  the  predicate  "  (IV,  ix,  2). 

Demonstrative  certainty  can  be  reduced  to  intuitive  cer- 
tainty. The  act  by  which  we  draw  a  conclusion  is  a  simple 
act  of  intuition  which  involves  in  a  single  apperception  both 
premisses  and  conclusion.  Demonstrative  certainty  is  merely 
intuitive  certainty  applied  to  the  relation  between  propositions 
instead  of  to  a  single  truth. 

There  remains  sensible  certainty.  "  We  know  our  own 
existence  by  intuition,  that  of  God  by  demonstration,  and 
that  of  other  objects  through  sensation  "  (Ibid.  IV,  ix,  2). 
That  we  have  in  sensation  the  idea  of  an  object  external  to 
ourselves  is  incontestable.  The  question  is  whether  we  have 
the  right  to  trust  this  instinctive  belief.  According  to 
Leibnitz,  sensible  knowledge,  as  well  as  the  other  kinds  of 
knowledge,  gives  certainty.  But  again,  a  criterion  is  required 
to  distinguish  real  sensible  knowledge  from  the  illusions  of  our 
waking  hours  or  of  our  dreams.  This  criterion  cannot  be 
the  liveliness  of  the  representations. 

"  Although  feelings  are  wont  to  be  more  vivid  than  imagina- 
tions, it  is  nevertheless  a  fact  that  there  are  cases  where  imaginative 
persons  are  impressed  as  much,  or  perhaps  more,  by  their  imaginations 
than  others  are  by  the  truth  of  things.  So  that  I  think  the  true  criterion 
concerning  the  objects  of  the  senses  is  the  connection  of  the  phenomena, 
i.e.  the  connection  of  that  which  takes  place  in  different  places  and  times, 
and  in  the  experience  of  different  men  who  are  themselves  each  to  the 
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others  very  important  phenomena  in  this  respect.  And  the  connection  of 
the  phenomena,  which  guarantees  the  truths  of  fact  in  respect  to  sensible 
things  outside  of  us,  is  verified  by  means  of  the  truths  of  reason  just  as 
the  phenomena  of  optics  are  explained  by  geometry  "  (Ibid.  IV,  ii,  14). 

Sensible  certainty  rests  then  on  the  primary  truths  of 
reason  :  it  consists  of  inner  direct  experiences  subjected  to 
the  law  of  rational  truth,  and  is  thus  a  form  of  intuitive 
certainty.  Leibnitz,  like  all  the  Cartesians,  does  not  allow  any 
direct  value  to  sensible  certainty.  Whether  the  union  of  the 
soul  and  the  body  is  due  to  the  laws  of  occasional  causes  or  to 
a  pre-established  harmony,  we  must  always  go  back  to  the 
Author  of  these  laws  for  a  guarantee  of  the  existence  of  a 
realitv  external  to  ourselves. 

"...  Our  thoughts  come  to  us  from  the  depths  of  our  own  nature, 
other  creatures  being  unable  to  have  an  immediate  influence  upon  the 
soul.  Besides,  the  ground  of  our  certitude  in  regard  to  universal  and 
eternal  truths  is  in  the  ideas  themselves  .  .  .  and  the  basis  of  the  truth  of 
contingent  and  singular  things  is  in  the  succession,  which  causes  these 
phenomena  of  the  senses  to  be  rightly  united  as  the  intelligible  truths 
demand  (IV,  iv,  5).  It  must,  however,  be  admitted  that  none  of  this 
certitude  is  of  the  highest  degree.  .  .  .  For  it  is  not  impossible,  meta-- 
physically  speaking,  that  our  knowledge  may  be  a  continuous  dream 
lasting  as  long  as  life  ;  but  it  is  a  thing  as  contrary  to  reason  as  would  be 
the  idea  of  a  book  put  together  by  chance,  by  throwing  the  type  pell- 
mell  »  (IV,  ii,  14), 

Sensible  certainty  rests  ultimately  on  rational  certainty, 
on  the  harmony  between  phenomena  and  the  requirements 
of  reason.  "  The  truth  of  sensible  things  is  justified  by 
their  connection,  which  depends  upon  the  intellectual  truths 
grounded  in  reason  and  upon  constant  observations  of  the 
sensible  things  themselves,  even  when  the  reasons  do  not 
appear  "  (Ibid,  xi,  10). 

Berkeley  attempts  to  re-establish  Sensible  Certainty, 

Berkeley  desired  to  avoid  scepticism  ;  in  fact  his  Idealism 
{or  rather  Immaterialism)  was  the  result  of  his  attempt 
to  do  so. 

"  That  there  is  no  such  thing  as  what  philosophers  call  material  substance 
I  am  seriously  persuaded  ;  but  if  I  were  made  to  see  anything  absurd  or 
sceptical  in  this  I  should  then  have  the  same  reason  to  renounce  this  that 
I  imagine  I  have  now  to  reject  the  contrary  opinion  "  (\st  Dial.  Hylas  and 
Phil  ). 
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The  originality  of  Berkeley  consisted  in  his  denying  the 
existence  of  matter,  in  order  to  restore  to  sensible  certainty 
its  full  authority. 

"When  therefore  they  [sensible  things]  are  actually  perceived  there 
can  be  no  doubt  of  their  existence.  Away,  then,  with  all  that  scepticism, 
all  those  ridiculous  philosophical  doubts.  What  a  jest  is  it  for  a 
philosopher  to  question  the  existence  of  sensible  things  till  he  hath  it 
proved  from  the  veracity  of  God  ;  or  to  pretend  our  knowledge  in  this 
point  falls  short  of  intuition  or  demonstration  !  I  might  as  well  doubt 
of  my  own  being,  as  of  the  being  of  those  things  I  actually  see  and  feel. 
...  I  do  therefore  assert  that  I  am  as  certain  as  of  my  own  being,  that 
there  are  bodies  or  corporal  substances  (meaning  the  things  I  perceive 
by  my  senses)  "  {3rd  Dialogué). 

Here  Berkeley  attacks  an  opinion  which  was  common  to  all 
Cartesians,  namely,  that  the  existence  of  mind  is  more  certain 
than  the  existence  of  bodies.  The  knowledge  we  acquire 
through  our  senses  is  as  certain  and  as  immediate  as  that 
given  to  us  by  consciousness. 

Even  the  existence  of  God  he  founds  on  sensible  knowledge. 

"  To  me  it  is  evident  for  two  reasons  you  allow  of,  that  sensible  things 
cannot  exist  otherwise  than  in  a  mind  or  spirit.  Whence  I  conclude,  not 
that  they  have  no  real  existence  but  that,  seeing  they  depend  not  on  my 
thought  and  have  an  existence  distinct  from  being  perceived  by  me, 
there  must  be  some  other  mind  wherein  they  exist.  As  sure,  therefore,  as 
the  sensible  world  really  exists,  so  sure  is  there  an  infinite  omnipresent 
Spirit,  who  contains  and  supports  it  "  {2nd  Dialogue). 

Thus  Berkeley  reverses  the  order  adopted  in  the  Cartesian 
school.  Sensible  certainty  is  not  founded  on  divine  veracity  ; 
it  is,  on  the  contrary,  on  the  veracity  of  our  senses  that  the 
;  existence  of  God  is  founded.  We  have  only  two  kinds  of 
certainty  :  intuitive  or  immediate  certainty,  which  comprises 
the  data  of  sense  as  well  as  those  of  consciousness,  and 
demonstrative  or  mediate  certainty  which  is  based  on  the 
former.  In  this  way  Berkeley  reconciles  his  Idealism  (or 
Immaterialism)  with  a  firm  belief  in  the  veracity  of  our 
senses  ;  his  Idealism  is  in  fact  intended  to  guarantee  their 
veracity.  If  he  rejects  the  existence  of  a  material  sub- 
stance, if  he  makes  the  reality  of  things  lie  in  ideas,  it 
is  because  the  opposite  theory  inevitably  ends  in  scepticism. 
"Can  you    produce    so    much  as  one    argument  against    the 
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reality  of  corporeal  things,  or  in  behalf  of  that  avowed  utter 
ignorance  of  their  natures,  which  does  not  suppose  their 
reality  to  consist  in  an  external  absolute  existence  ?  Upon 
this  supposition,  indeed,  the  objections  from  the  change  of 
colours  in  a  pigeon's  neck  or  the  appearance  of  the  broken 
oar  in  the  water,  must  be  allowed  to  have  weight  "  {^rd  Dial). 

Empirical  Sceiiticism  of  Hume  ;    Theory  of  Belief 

Locke   had   not   considered   what    might    be    the    ultimate 

consequences   of  his   empirical   theory   of  human  knowledge. 

His  good  sense  made   all  extremes  repugnant   to   him.       He 

had  accepted  certainty  as  a  fact,  and  based  it  entirely  upon 

— intuitive  knowledge. 

"This  part  of  knowledge  is  irresistible,  and  like  bright  sunshine  forces 
itself  immediately  to  be  perceived  as  soon  as  ever  the  mind  turns  its  view 
that  way  ;  and  leaves  no  room  for  hesitation,  doubt,  or  examination,  but 
the  mind  is  presently  filled  Avith  the  clear  light  of  it.  It  is  on  this 
intuition  that  depend  all  the  certainty  and  evidence  of  all  our  knowledge, 
which  certainty  everyone  finds  to  be  so  great  that  he  cannot  imagine,  and 
therefore  does  not  require,  a  greater  ;  for  a  man  cannot  conceive  himself 
capable  of  a  greater  certainty  than  to  know  that  any  idea  in  his  mind  is 
such  as  he  perceives  it  to  be  ;  and  that  two  ideas,  wherein  he  perceives  a 
difference,  are  different  and  not  piecisely  the  same.  He  that  demands  a 
greater  certainty  than  this,  demands  he  knows  not  what,  and  shows  only 
that  he  has  a  mind  to  be  a  sceptic,  without  being  able  to  be  so"  (Locke,. 
On  the  Human  Understanding^  IV,  II,  1). 

Hume,  with  the  boldness  of  a  true  philosopher,  draws  the 

sceptical  inferences  which  are  logically  implied  in  empiricism. 

He    carried    on    Berkeley's    analytic    method     and    founded 

modern  scepticism.      Like    Berkeley,  he   accepts  all   that    i& 

immediately    revealed    to    us    by    our    senses,    and    nothing 

more.      Because  our  direct  experience  never  makes  known  to 

us  a  substratum  of  any  kind,  he  denies  the  existence  of  any 

substance,    either    spiritual    or    material,    and    reduces    to    a 

collection  of  sensations,  not  only  the  notion  of  matter,  but  also- 

that   of  mind.      Our    internal    like    our    external    experience 

gives  us   nothing  but    perceptions.     The  idea  of    an    ego   is- 

therefore  reducible  to  a  series  of  sensations.      There  is  then 

only  one  thing  regarding  which  certainty  is  possible,  namely, < 

our  perceptions  and  the  relations  between  them,  and  certain t^  "^ 

has  only  one  source,  namely,  our  immediate  experience. 

II.  T 
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"Now  since  nothing  is  ever  present  to  the  mind  but  perceptions,  and 
since  all  ideas  are  derived  from  something  antecedently  present  to  the 
mind,  it  follows  that  'tis  impossible  for  us  so  much  as  to  conceive  or  form 
an  idea  of  any  thing  specifically  different  from  ideas  and  impressions. 
Let  us  fix  our  attention  out  of  ourselves  as  much  as  possible  :  let  us 
chase  our  imagination  to  the  heavens,  or  to  the  utmost  limits  of  the 
universe,  we  never  really  advance  a  step  beyond  ourselves,  nor  can  we 
conceive  any  kind  of  existence,  but  those  perceptions,  which  have 
appeared  in  that  narrow  compass.  This  is  the  universe  of  the  imagina- 
tion, nor  have  we  any  idea  but  what  is  there  produced"  (Treatise  of 
Human  Nature  ;  Of  the  Understanding,  Part  II,  Sect.  VI). 

But,  if  every  object  of  knowledge  can  be  reduced  by  critical 
reflection  into  impressions  and  ideas,  or  copies  of  impressions 
(see  Vol.  I,  Ch.  Ill,  Problem  of  External  Perception),  it  is 
certainly  not  in  that  form  that  the  human  mind  appears  to 
itself.  Hume  had  therefore  to  explain  how  thought  remains 
possible  on  his  hypothesis  ;  how  it  is  that  we  do  not  attribute 
existence  equally  to  all  our  perceptions;  how  fact  is  dis- 
tinguished from  fancy.  All  the  objects  to  which  we  apply 
our  reason  may  be  divided  into  two  kinds  :  Relations  of  Ideas, 
and  Matters  of  Fact.  To  the  first  class  belong  the  mathematical 
sciences — geometry,  algebra,  etc.  Their  characteristic  is  that 
judgments  concerning  them  may  be  formed  by  the  operation  of 
the  mind  alone,  without  regard  to  what  takes  place  in  fact 
in  tlie  universe.  The  propositions  of  Euclid  remain  true 
whether  there   are  triangles  or   circles  in  the  natural   world 

or  not. 

As  regards  matters  of  fact,  the  imagination  can  always 
conceive  two  contrary  phenomena  as  possible,  because  such 
conceptions  are  not  self-contradictory.  The  judgment,  "  the 
sun  will  not  rise  to-morrow,"  is  as  intelligible  as  the  judgment, 
*'  the  sun  will  rise  to-morrow."  What  then,  beyond  the  actual 
testimony  of  our  senses,  is  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which 
shall  assure  us  of  the  real  existence  of  matters  of  fact  ?  All 
our  reasoning  concerning  matters  of  fact  is  based  on  the 
relation  of  cause  and  effect  ;  but  the  principle  of  causality  is 
nothing  else  than  habit. 

"After  the  constant  conjunction  of  two  objects,  heat  and  flame,  for 
instance,  weight  and  solidity,  we  are  determined  by  custom  alone  to 
expect  the  one  from  the  appearance  of  the  other.  This  hypothesis  seems 
even  the  only  one,  which  explains  the  difficulty  why  we  draw  from  a 
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thousand  instances  an  inference  which  we  are  not  able  to  draw  from  one 
instance,  that  is  in  no  respect  different  from  them.     Reason  is  incapable 
of  any  such  variation.     The  conclusions  which  it  draws  from  considering 
one  circle  are  the  same  which  it  would  form  upon  surveying  all  the 
<;ircles  in  the  universe.  .  .  .     Custom,  then,  is  the  great  guide  of  human 
life.     It  is  that  principle  alone  which  renders  our  experience  useful  to  us 
and  makes  us  expect  for  the  future,  a  similar  train  of  events  with  those 
which  have  appeared  in  the  past.     Without  the  influence  of  custom,  we 
should  be  entirely  ignorant   of  every  matter  of  fact,  beyond  what   i 
immediately  present  to  the  memory  and  senses.  .  .  .     Having  found,  in 
many  instances,  that  any  two  kinds  of  objects,  flame  and  heat,  snow  and 
cold,  have  always  been  conjoined  together  ;    if  flame  and  snow  be  pre- 
sented anew  to  the  senses  the  mind  is  carried  by  custom  to  expect  heat  or 
cold,  and  to  believe,  that  such  a  quality  does  exist,  and  will  discover  itself 
upon  a  nearer  approach.  ...     It  is  an  operation  of  the  soul,  when  we  are 
so  situated,  as  unavoidable  as  to  feel  the  passion  of  love  when  we  receive 
benefits,  or  hatred,  when  we   meet  with  injuries.     All  these  operations 
are  a  species  of  natural  instincts  which  no  reasoning  or  process  of  thought 
and  understanding  is  able  either  to  produce  or  to  prevent"  {Inquiry 
concerning  the  Human  Understanding,  V,  1). 

We  are  now  able  to  determine  the  difference  between  fact 
and  fiction. 

"  'Tis  also  evident,  that  the  idea  of  existence  is  nothing  different  from 
the  idea  of  any  object,  and  that  when  after  the  simple  conception  of 
anything,  we  conceive  it  as  existent,  we  in  reality  make  no  addition  to  or 
alteration  on  our  first  idea.  .  .  .  But  as  'tis  certain  there  is  a  great 
difference  betwixt  the  simple  conception  of  the  existence  of  an  object 
and  the  belief  of  it,  and  as  this  difference  lies  not  in  the  parts  or  com- 
position of  the  idea  which  we  conceive,  it  follows  that  it  must  lie  in  the 
manner  in  which  we  conceive  it.  .  .  .  So  that  as  belief  does  nothing  but 
vary  the  manner  in  which  we  conceive  any  object,  it  can  only  bestow  on 
our  ideas  an  additional  force  and  vivacity"  (Treatise  of  Human  Nature 
Bk.  I,  Pt.  Ill,  7). 

Fact,  then,  is  only  distinguished  from  fiction  by  the  feeling 
which  accompanies  it.  The  difïerence  is  a  purely  subjective 
one. 

"  I  conclude,  by  an  induction  which  seems  to  me  very  evident,  that  an 
opinion  or  belief  is  nothing  but  an  idea,  that  is  different  from  a  fiction, 
not  in  the  nature  or  the  order  of  its  parts,  but  in  the  manner  of  its  being 
conceived.  But  when  I  would  explain  this  manner,  I  scarce  find  any  word 
that  fully  answers  the  case,  but  am  obliged  to  have  recourse  to  everyone's 
feeling.  ...  An  idea  assented  to  feels  different  from  a  fictitious  idea, 
that  the  fancy  alone   presents  to   us.      And  this    different  feeling    I 
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endeavour  to  explain  by  calling  it  a  superior /orce,  or  vivacity,  or  solidity , 
or  firmness,  or  steadiness.  This  variety  of  terms,  which  may  seem  so 
unphilosophical,  is  intended  only  to  express  that  act  of  the  mind,  which 
renders  realities  more  present  to  us  than  fictions,  causes  them  to  weigh 
more  in  the  thought,  and  gives  them  a  superior  influence  on  the  passions 
and  imagination  "  {Ihid.  Appendix). 

In  the  case  of  an  actual  sensation,  its  liveliness,  which  is 
greater  than  that  of  images,  suffices  to  distinguish  it  from  a 
mere  illusion.  But  in  a  case  where  the  object  is  absent  am  I 
incapable  of  distinguishing  the  real  from  the  imaginary  ?  Am 
I  in  such  a  state  of  indétermination  as  to  expect  that  a  par- 
ticular object  may  be  followed,  indifferently,  by  any  other 
object  ?  The  future  is  not  indeterminate  any  more  than  the 
present,  nor  is  it  given  over  to  illusion  ;  for  habit  and  the 
feeling  by  which  it  is  characterized  intervene.  When  I  throw 
a  piece  of  wood  into  the  fire,  I  expect  to  see  a  llame,  and 
I  believe  that  there  will  be  one. 

"  Belief  is  nothing  but  a  more  vivid,  lively,  forcible,  firm,  steady  con- 
ception of  an  object  than  what  the  imagination  alone  is  ever  able  to  attain. 
And  this  mannei'  of  conception  arises  from  a  customary  conjunc- 
tion of  the  object  with  something  present  to  the  memory  or  senses.  .  .  . 
Whenever  any  object  is  presented  to  the  memory  or  senses,  it  immedi- 
ately, by  the  force  of  custom,  carries  the  imagination  to  conceive  that 
object,  which  is  usually  conjoined  to  it  ;  and  this  conception  is  attended 
with  a  feeling  or  sentiment,  different  from  the  loose  reveries  of  the  fancy  " 
(^Inquiry  concerning  H\Lman  Understanding,  V,  2). 

Thus  there  is  no  intrinsic  difference  between  the  real  and 
the  fictitious.  All  that  differs  is  our  inward  feeling.  We 
believe  some  things,  we  do  not  believe  others  :  this  is  all  that 
can  be  said.  But  is  this  difference  of  feeling  justified  by  the 
nature  of  things  ?  We  cannot  know,  for  we  do  not  even  know 
whether  there  are  things.  Positive  knowledge  is  based  on  the 
principle  of  causality,  and  this  principle  is  only  a  habit  and 
merely  expresses  a  subjective  necessity;  it  does  not  govern 
facts,  but  is  derived  from  them.  This  sceptical  analysis  might 
well  discourage  us,  if  nature  had  not  given  the  strength  of  an 
instinct,  or  of  a  mechanical  tendency,  to  this  belief.  "  Nature,  by 
an  absolute  and  uncontrollable  necessity  has  determined  us  to 
judge  as  well  as  to  breathe  and  feel.  .  .  .  Eeasoning  and  belief 
is  some  sensation  or  peculiar  manner  of  conception,  which  'tis 
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impossible  for  mere  ideas  or  reflections  to  destroy  "  {Treatise, 
Bk.  I,  Part  IV,  Sect.  1). 

We  have  seen  that  Hume  separates  the  beliefs  founded  on 
intuition  from  those  based  on  demonstration,  or  the  relations  of 
ideas. 

V 

"  With  regard  to  propositions  that  are  proved  by  intuition  or  demon- 
stration .  .  .  the  person  who  assents,  not  only  conceives  the  ideas, 
according  to  the  proposition,  but  is  necessarily  determined  to  conceive 
them  in  that  particular  manner,  either  immediately,  or  by  the  interposi- 
tion of  other  ideas.  .  .  .  Nor  is  it  possible  for  the  imagination  to  conceive 
anything  contrary  to  a  demonstration  "  {Ibid.  Part  III,  7). 

Our  belief  in  the  relations  of  ideas  is  also  a  subjective  feeling, 
but  it  has  the  peculiar  characteristic  of  necessity.  We  cannot 
conceive  the  contrary  of  mathematical  truths.  Nevertheless, 
there  are  reasons  for  doubting  them. 

"  Our  reason  must  be  considered  as  a  kind  of  cause,  of  which  truth  is 
the  natural  effect  ;  but  such  a  one  as,  by  the  irruption  of  other  causes,  and 
by  the  inconstancy  of  our  mental  powers,  may  frequently  be  prevented. 
By  this  means  all  knowledge  degenerates  into  probability  ;  and  this 
probability  is  greater  or  less,  according  to  our  experience  of  the  veracity 
or  deceitfulness  of  our  understanding,  and  according  to  the  simplicity  or 
intricacy  of  the  question  "  (Ibid.  IV,  1). 

It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  Hume,  on  his  own  principles,  was 
justified  in  making  this  distinction  between  mathematical 
and  other  knowledge.  For,  on  the  empirical  hypothesis,  the 
former,  not  less  than  the  latter,  is  concerned  with  facts  alone. 
Stuart  Mill  had  only  to  show  by  his  theory  of  inseparable 
association  that  the  mathematical  definitions  and  axioms  are 
arrived  at  by  induction,  like  all  other  truths,  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  sceptical  work  of  Hume. 

In  modern  times  scepticism  has  taken  the  form  of  Pheno- 
menalism. According  to  this  doctrine,  certainty  is  merely  a 
subjective  state  of  the  mind.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  a 
principle  of  thought.  We  have  only  mental  habits.  Our 
judgments  and  reasonings  are  happy  accidents,  facts  which  must 
not  be  analysed  too  closely,  lest  we  reduce  them  to  nothing. 
To  one  who  reflects,  certainty  would  be  impossible  even  as  a 
subjective  state,  were  not  the  force  of  nature  greater  than 
that  of  all  the  arguments  of  the  sceptics.  Knowledge  is  the 
result  of  our  past  experience,  which,  by  induction  we  project 
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into  the  future.  As  for  this  induction  itself,  it  is  an  unex- 
plained mental  operation  which  is  instinctive  and  natural  to  us. 
But  the  liuman  mind  could  never  be  convinced  by  any  reason- 
ing from  the  principle  that,  "  Cases  we  have  not  experienced 
must  resemble  those  we  have  experienced." 

Kant  :  Criterion  of  Truth  ;  certitude,  Faith  and  Opinion  ; 
Scientific  Certitude  ;  Impossibility  of  Metajyhys'ics  ;  Moral  Faith, 

The  problem  of  knowledge  seemed  now  to  have  gone  back  to 
the  point  at  which  Greek  Philosophy  had  left  it.  Hume,  in 
fact,  alludes  to  the  sages  of  the  Academy  as  the  ideal  philo- 
sophers. The  great  Eationalistic  systems  of  Descartes  and 
Leibnitz  seemed,  like  those  of  Plato  and  Aristotle  long  ago, 
to  have  had  no  other  effect  than  to  provoke  a  more  lively 
reaction  on  the  part  of  scepticism.  One  thing,  how^ever,  had, 
in  modern  times,  assumed  an  importance  which  it  did  not 
possess  in  antiquity.  For  two  centuries  science  had  been 
independent  of  philosophy,  and,  while  metaphysical  systems 
were  conflicting  with  and  superseding  one  another,  science  was 
progressing  with  a  continuous  development.  Here  was  a  fact 
which  scepticism  now  found  itself  obliged  to  take  into  account. 
The  arguments  which  the  ancients  and  Montaigne  based  on 
our  ignorance  of  natural  things,  now  appeared  childish  and 
superannuated.  Hume  dared  not  now  advocate  the  suspension 
of  judgment,  or  attack  the  results  of  science.  Science  could 
bid  defiance  to  scepticism,  for  it  had  success  on  its  side.  He 
who  would  offer  a  defence  and  a  guarantee  of  science  on 
philosophical  grounds  would  find  himself  supported  by  science 
itself.  Kant  recognized  this,  and  undertook  the  part.  He 
desired  to  escape  from  Hume's  scepticism,  and  to  give  science 
a  sure  basis  without  making  it  rest  on  metaphysical  dogmatism, 
which  seemed  fated  to  be  for  ever  bringing  about  its  own 
destruction. 

Kant  applies  to  the  problem  of  certitude  his  distinction 
between  the  subject  and  the  object,  the  matter  and  the  form 
of  knowledge.  What  is  the  criterion  of  truth  ?  Shall  we 
find  it  in  the  object  of  knowledge  ? 

"Truth  is  said  to  consist  in  the  agreement  of  knowledge  with  the 
object.  .  .  .  Then  my  knowledge,  in  order  to  be  true,  must  agree 
with  the  object.     Now,  I  can  only  compare  the  object  with  my  knowledge 
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by  this  means,  namely,  hi/  taking  knowledge  of  it.  My  knowledge,  then, 
is  to  be  verified  by  itself,  which  is  far  from  being  sufficient  for  truth.  For 
as  the  object  is  external  to  me,  and  the  knowledge  is  in  me,  I  can  only 
judge  whethei-  my  knowledge  of  the  object  agrees  with  my  knowledge  of 
the  object.  Such  a  circle  in  explanation  was  called  by  the  ancients 
Diallelos^  and  the  logicians  w^ere  accused  of  this  fallacy  by  the  sceptics, 
who  remarked  that  this  account  of  truth  was  as  if  a  man  before  a 
judicial  tribunal  should  make  a  statement  and  appeal  in  support  of  it  to 
a  witness  whom  no  one  knows,  but  who  defends  his  own  credibility  by 
saying  that  the  man  who  had  called  him  as  witness  was  an  honourable 
man.  The  charge  was  certainly  well  founded,  only  the  solution  of  the 
problem  referred  to  is  absolutely  impossible  for  any  man"  {Logic, 
Introd.  trans,  by  T.  K.  Abbott). 

Kant  shows  that  a  universal  material  criterion  of  truth  is 
not  only  impossible  but  self-contradictory  ;  for  it  would  have  to 
abstract  from  every  difference  between  the  objects,  and  at  the 
same  time,  as  a  material  criterion,  serve  for  their  distinction. 
A  formal,  general  criterion,  on  the  other  hand,  immediately 
appears  as  possible. 

"  For  formal  truth  consists  simply  in  the  agreement  of  the  cognition 
with  itself  when  we  abstract  from  all  objects  whatever,  and  from  every 
distinction  of  objects.  And  hence  the  universal  formal  criteria  of  truth 
are  nothing  but  universal  logical  marks  of  the  agreement  of  cognitions 
with  themselves,  or  what  is  the  same  thing,  with  the  general  laws  of  the 
understanding  and  the  reason  "  {Ibid.  VII). 

Kant  sets  up  three  universal  and  purely  formal  or  logical 
criteria  of  truth  :  Firstly,  the  principle  of  contradiction  or  of 
identity,  which  determines  the  inner  possibility  of  knowledge 
in  problematical  judgments.  This  is  a  purely  negative  criterion  ; 
absence  of  contradiction  is  the  first  condition  of  the  truth 
of  a  statement,  but  it  is  not  the  only  condition.  Secondly, 
the  principle  of  sufficient  reason,  which  serves  as  a  basis  of 
the  (logical)  reality  of  a  knowledge,  in  other  words,  which 
establishes  that  the  knowledge  is  well  founded  as  matter  of 
assertorial  judgments.  Thirdly,  the  principle  of  the  excluded 
middle,  which  is  the  foundation  of  the  logical  necessity  of  a 
judgment  and  which  establishes  that  we  must  necessarily 
judge  thus,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  contrary  is  false  ;  this  is  the 
principle  of  apodictic  judgments. 

"  Truth  is  an  objective  property  of  knowledge  ;  but  the  judgment  by 
which   a  thing  is  thought  as  true — and  which  has  reference   to  under- 
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standing,  and  therefore  to  a  special  thinking  subject — is  subjective  ;  it 
is  assent  {Furwahrhalten).  Assent  in  general  is  of  two  kinds — certain  or 
uncertain.  Certain  assent^  or  certainty^  is  joined  with  consciousness  of 
necessity  ;  the  uncertain,  on  the  conti-ary,  or  uncertainty,  is  joined  with 
the  consciousness  of  contingency,  or  the  possibility  of  the  opposite.  The 
latter,  again,  is  either  subjectively  as  well  as  objectively  inadequate  ;  or  it 
is  objectively  inadequate^  but  subjectively  adequate.  The  former  must  be 
called  Opinion,  the  latter  Belief.  There  are,  then,  three  sorts  or  modes 
of  assent — Opinion,  Belief,  and  Knowledge.  Opinion  is  a  problematical^ 
Belief  an  assertorial,  and  Knowledge  an  apodictic  judging.  For  what  I 
hold  merely  as  opinion,  this  in  judging  I  consciously  regard  as  only 
problematical  ;  what  I  believe,  I  regard  as  assertorialy  not,  however,  as 
objectively,  but  as  subjectively  necessary  (valid  only  for  me)  ;  finally, 
what  I  knoîVj  I  regard  as  apodictically  certain^  that  is  as  universally  and 
objectively  necessary  (valid  for  all).  .  .  .  Thus,  for  instance,  our 
assent  to  the  immortality  of  the  soul  would  be  merely  problematical,  in 
case  we  only  act  as  if  we  were  immortal  ;  assertorial,  in  case  we  believe 
that  we  are  immortal;  and,  lastly,  apodictic,  in  case  we  all  knew  that 
there  is  another  life  after  this  "  (Ibid.  IX). 

Certainty,  that  is  to  say,  the  belief  that  flows  from  a 
subjectively  and  objectively  valid  principle  of  knowledge,  is 
either  empirical  or  rational  according  as  it  is  founded  on 
experience  or  on  reason.  Eational  or  a  priori  certainty  is  either 
mathematical  or  philosophical.  The  former  is  intuitive,  the 
latter  discursive.  Eational  certitude  is  distinguished  from 
empirical  by  the  consciousness  of  necessity.  One  is  apodictic 
and  the  other  assertorial.  "  We  are  rationally  certain  of  that 
which  even  without  experience  we  should  have  discerned 
a  priori.  Hence  it  is  possible  that  our  cognitions  may 
concern  objects  of  experience,  and  yet  their  certainty  may  be 
both  empirical  and  rational,  namely,  when  we  discern  from 
a  priori  principles  the  truth  of  a  proposition  which  is 
empirically  certain  (Ibid.  IX). 

Let  us  try  to  arrive  at  the  meaning  of  these  statements. 
If  we  attempt  to  compare  our  knowledge  with  its  object  we  are 
condemned  to  certain  failure,  for  how  can  the  object  known  be 
separated  from  the  thought  that  knows  it  ?  Thought  must 
therefore  be  its  own  guarantee.  We  have  no  universal  mate- 
rial criteria,  but  only  formal  criteria  of  truth.  The  principle 
of  contradiction  is  the  universal  principle  of  all  our  analytic 
judgments,  and  it  is  a  fully  sufficient  one.  This  principle  is, 
in  the  second  place,  a  universal  criterion  of  all  truth,  though  a 
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purely  negative  one,  for  it  is  a  condition  of  all  our  judgments 
that  they  do  not  contradict  themselves.  But  a  judgment  may 
1)6  free  from  every  contradiction  and  yet  be  false  and  without 
any  foundation  (Transe.  Analyt.  II,  Sect.  1).  Here  we  come 
upon  a  difficulty  which  appears  to  be  insoluble.  We  can 
understand  that  a  formal  criterion,  such  as  the  principle  of 
contradiction,  will  assure  us  of  the  consistency  of  the  mind  with 
itself,  but  how  can  a  formal  criterion  have  any  objective 
value  ?  But  that  which  we  are  really  concerned  with  is  to 
attain  knowledge  of  the  world  which  is  presented  to  us  ;  and 
yet  if  we  hold  that  our  knowledge  must  adapt  itself  to  abjects, 
we  cannot,  without  getting  outside  thought,  find  the  principles 
which  would  make  it  legitimate. 

There   remains,  however,  another  hypothesis:    let  us  sup- 
pose that  objects  adapt  themselves   to   our   knowledge.     The 
laws  of  thought  will  then  be  necessary  laws  of  phenomena,  and 
experience,  by  its  success,  continually  proves  and  verifies  the 
objective  value   of   these  laws.      For  what  in  the  last  resort 
was  our  aim  ?     It  was  to  obtain  a  knowledge  that  would  have 
a  universal  and  necessary  value,  a  knowledge  governed  by  laws 
which    impose    themselves   not   only    on    our   minds,    but   on 
all  minds,   and  on  the  objects    themselves,    so  far,   at    least, 
as  they  are  thought  ;  and  this  is  precisely  what  the  principles 
of  the  understanding  give  us.     The  criterion  is  still  a  formal 
one,  but  although  it  is  not  material  it  is  now  objective.     In  the 
first  place,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  think  objects  outside  the 
categories  which  are  the  forms  of  our  understanding  and  the 
conditions  of  our  thought.    The  criterion  that  results  from  their 
appHcation  to  phenomena  is  therefore  subjectively  sufficient. 
In    the    second    place,   the    principles    of    the    understanding 
express  not  only  the  laws  of  my  thought  but  of  all  thought  ; 
they    are    the    forms    of    all    objective    knowledge    and    are 
universally   and    necessarily  valid   for   every    thinking   being. 
Hence  arises  the  agreement  between  all  minds,  which  consti- 
tutes the  unity  of  science  and  gives  an  objective  value  to  our 
knowledge  ;  for  it  is  in  us  the  product  of  thought  operating 
according  to  general  laws,  and  not  of  thought  as  subjective 
and  individual. 

But  this  is  not  all:  phenomena  are  only  known  inasmuch  as 
we  subject  them  to  the  categories  of  the  understanding;  and  on 
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the  Other  hand,  these  a  priori  forms  are,  by  themselves,  empty, 
and  they  must  be  filled,  as  it  were,  by  the  phenomena  to  which 

tbey  give  unity.     This  is  the  condition  of  consciousness  itself, 

and  consequently  of  thought.  Hence  our  formal  criterion 
is  also  an  objective  criterion.  The  categories  have  ol)jective 
value  because  they  serve  to  bind  phenomena  together,  because, 
without  them,  there  can  be  no  objects  for  thought.  Thought 
is  its  own  guarantee.  It  justifies  itself  by  reducing  the 
multiplicity  of  phenomena  to  the  unity  of  the  w^orld  as  it 
appears  to  it.  Thought  is  objective  because  it  only  exists 
as  the  thought  of  a  world  which  without  it  would  crumble 
away  into  dust. 

"Human  reason  .  .  .  begins  with  principles  which,  in  the  course  of 
experience,  it  miist  follow,  and  which  seem  sufficiently  confirmed  by 
experience"  {Critique  of  P lire  Reason^  Preface  to  1st  Edition.) 

"The  possibility  of  experience  is  then  that  which  gives  objective  reality 
to  all  our  a  priori  cognitions.  .  .  .  Experience  has  therefore  for  a  founda- 
tion, a  priori  principles  of  its  form,  that  is  to  say,  general  rules  of  unity 
in  the  synthesis  of  phenomena,  the  objective  reality  of  which  rules,  as 
necessary  conditions— even  of  the  possibility  of  experience,  can  alway» 
be  shown  in  experience"  {Grit,  of  Pure  Reason,  Analytic  of  Principles, 
Sect.  11). 

To  sum  up:  Kant  wished  to  provide  science  with  impregnable 
principles.  He  was  confronted  by  two  opposing  systems: 
empiricism,  which  ends  logically  in  the  scepticism  of  Hume, 
and  metaphysical  dogmatism,  which,  according  to  Kant,  being 
based  on  a  dialectical  illusion,  and  perpetually  reversed  or  modi- 
fied in  its  forms,  is  unable  to  furnish  a  stability  it  does  not  itself 
possess.  In  order  to  escape  from  scepticism  a  new  method  was 
needed,  namely,  the  Critical  method.  Knowledge  is  objective, 
and  not,  as  it  was  for  the  empiricists,  obtained  by  an,,  accident 
or  a  lucky  chance  ;"  it  exists  of  necessity,  and  not  merely  as  a 
matter  of  fact.  The  a  priori  concepts  by  themselves  are  only 
a  form  ;  the  matter  of  knowledge  is  given  by  experience  alone  ; 
consequently  the  application  of  these  concepts  (cause,  substance, 
being)  to  objects  supposed  to  be  outside  experience  only  end& 
in  an  empty  show,  which  is  Metaphysics.  Certitude  is  only 
possible  through  intuitions,  which  are  either  a  priori  (mathe- 
matical) or  a  posteriori  (physical). 

Dogmatism  is  confidence  in  the  power  of    reason    to    extend  itself 
a  priori   by  means  of    mere    concepts    without    critical    examination. 


a  method  which  can  have  only  apparent  success.  "In  mathematics 
and  physics  scepticism  has  no  place.  Only  that  branch  of  knowledge 
could  have  given  occasion  to  it,  which  is  neither  mathematical  nor 
empirical — the  purely  philosophical.  Absolute  scepticism  declares  that 
everything  is  semblance.  It  distinguishes  semblance  from  truth,  and 
must  therefore  possess  some  mark  by  which  it  makes  the  distinction. 
Consequently  it  must  pre-suppose  a  knowledge  of  truth,  and  thereby  it 
contradicts  itself  "  {Log.  Introd.  X). 

Thus  the  principles  of  science  are  secure  in  their  foundations. 
It  would  be  misleading  to  say  that  Kant  was  a  sceptic.  In  one 
sense  his  whole  work  is  directed  against  scepticism,  and  tends 
to  defend  science  from  the  uncertainties  of  a  capricious  and 
shifting  dogmatism.  But  it  is  true,  on  the  other  hand,  that  he 
denies  us  the  knowledge  of  the  Absolute,  and  sees  in  the 
effort  to  make  a  science  of  metaphysics  only  a  natural  and  ever- 
recurring  illusion  of  the  human  mind. 

But  if  objective  certainty  belongs  to  the  science  of  phenomena 
alone,  for  truths  of  another  class  we  still  have  faith,  that 
is  to  say,  a  certitvde  which  is  subjectively  sufficient,  though 
objectively  insufficient.  The  Critique  of  Pure  Reason  prepares 
the  way  for  faith  by  establishing  its  legitimacy.  If  we  have 
a  scientific  knowledge  of  phenomena  only,  we  know  nothing 
whatsoever  of  things  in  themselves,  of  noumena.  The  principle 
of  causality,  for  instance,  has  no  meaning  outside  the  world  of 
experience  ;  we  may  therefore  accept  at  the  same  time 
determinism  in  the  world  of  phenomena  and  freedom  in  the 
world  of  noumena. 

"  I  must  therefore  abolish  knowledge  to  make  room  for  belief.  .  .  . 
Above  all  it  [i.e.  a  system  of  metaphysics  constructed  in  accordance  with  the 
Critique]  will  confer  an  inestimable  benefit  on  morality  and  religion,  by 
showing  that  all  the  objections  urged  against  them  may  be  silenced  for 
ever  by  the  Socratic  method,  that  is,  by  proving  the  ignorance  of  the 
objector  "  {Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  Pref.  to  2nd  Edit.). 

Knowledge  is  valid  only  of  the  world  of  phenomena. 
Practical  reason  establishes  the  law  of  duty  in  an  a  priori 
way  ;  but  this  law  has  consequences,  implies  postulates,  w^hich 
cannot  be  verified  in  the  present  world  and  yet  must  be 
admitted,  because  we  have  not  the  right  to  give  up  the  notion 
of  duty.  Thus,  on  the  one  side  we  have  the  w^orld  of 
knowledge,  and  on  the  other  the  world  of  moral  faith,  and 
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there  is  no  contradiction   between  them    since  they    do    not 
belong  to  the  same  order. 

"Belief  ...  is  a  free  assent  which  is  only  necessary  in  a  practical 
u  priori  point  of  view  ;  an  assent,  therefore,  to  that  which  I  assume 
from  moral  grounds,  and  so  that  I  am  certain  that  the  opposite  can 
never  be  proved.  ...  I  see  myself  compelled  by  my  end,  following 
laws  of  freedom,  to  suppose  that  a  supreme  good  in  the  world  is  possible, 
but  I  cannot  compel  any  others  by  reasons  (belief  is  free). 

"  Rational  belief,  then,  can  never  reach  to  theoretical  knowledge.  It 
is  only  a  supposition  of  the  reason  in  a  subjective  but  absolutely  neces- 
sary practical  point  of  view.  The  mental  disposition  which  accords 
with  moral  laws  leads  to  an  object  of  elective  will,  determinable  by 
pure  reason.  The  assumption  of  the  feasibility  of  this  object,  and 
therefore  also  of  the  actuality  of  its  cause,  is  a  moral  or  free  belief, 
and  in  the  moral  point  of  view  of  the  fulfilment  of  its  end  it  is  a 
necessary  assent.  .  .  .  That  man  is  morally  unbelieving  who  does  not 
accept  that  which,  though  impossible  to  know  is  morally/  necessanj  to 
suppose.  A  want  of  moral  interest  always  lies  at  the  root  of  this  kind 
of  unbelief.  The  higher  the  moral  character  of  a  man  the  more  firm 
and  vivid  will  be  his  belief  in  everything  which  he  feels  himself  com- 
pelled from  moral  interest  to  accept  or  suppose  in  a  practically  neces- 
sary point  of  view.  .  .  .  Belief,  therefore,  on  account  of  its  merely 
subjective  reasons,  does  not  give  a  conviction  that  can  be  communicated 
to  others,  or  command  universal  assent,  like  the  conviction  that  comes 
from  knowledge.  Only  I  myself,  can  be  certain  of  the  validity  and 
unchangeableness  of  my  practical  belief  ;  and  my  belief  in  the  truth 
of  a  proposition  or  the  actuality  of  a  thing,  is  that  which  in  relation 
to  me  takes  the  place  of  a  cognition  without  being  itself  a  cognition. 
Complete  assent  from  subjective  reasons  which,  for  practical  purposes^ 
are  as  valid  as  objective,  is  also  conviction,  only  not  logical  but 
practical  (I  am  certain).  And  this  practical  conviction,  a  moral  rational 
beliefs  is  often  firmer  than  any  knowledge"   {Logic^  Introd.  IX.) 

To  svim  up  :  objective  certitude,  according  to  Kant,  is  found 
only  in  knowledge  that  is  based  on  the  necessary  agreement 
of  minds  with  one  another  and  with  phenomena.  But  the 
world  of  noumena,  being  unknown  to  us,  allows  of  the 
hypotheses  which  faith  supplies.  These  hypotheses  are  not 
arbitrary,  but  depend  upon  subjective  necessities  ;  and  are  the 
consequences  of  the  principle  of  practical  reason,  which  is 
the  law  of  duty.  It  is  no  doubt  impossible  to  verify  these 
hypotheses,  to  show  their  realization  in  facts  ;  they  have 
therefore  no  objective  certainty,  but  we  have  no  more  right 
to  give  them  up  than  to  give  up  duty,  of  which  they  (free- 
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dom,  immortality,  and  God)  are  the  postulates;  and  hence 
they  have  a  certainty  of  a  peculiar  character,— moral  faith, 
which  is  as  much  a  thing  of  will  as  of  intellect. 

Positivism  lias  no  Philosophical    Vahie  unless  it  is  founded 
on  Kant's  Criticism:     Herbert  Spencer's  Inconsistencies. 

In  opposition  to  scepticism  and  dogmatism  and  with  the 
result  of  destroying  both  in  so  far  as  they  claimed  to  be 
absolute,  Kant  founded  a  new  method,  namely,  the  Critical 
method.  Criticism  came  between  science  and  metaphysics, 
presenting  itself  as  the  only  possible  philosophy,  which 
ensured  certitude  for  science,  and  reduced  metaphysics  to 
an  empty  show.  Positivism  seized  upon  this  distinction; 
and  in  this  respect  is  an  offshoot  of  the  Kantian  system. 
For  the  Positivists  put  the  theories  of  Kant  into  practice^ 
saying  that  science  alone  is  certain,  and  that  it  is  with 
science  alone  that  we  should  occupy  ourselves.  We  only 
know  facts  and  their  laws;  metaphysics  is  an  illusion  which 
criticism  has  undertaken,  once  for  all,  to  dispel,  or  at  least 
to  warn  us  against,  and  we  cannot  again  return  to  it. 

Positivism  is  not  only  an  application  of  the  Kantian  idea,  but 
it  could  not  have  existed  without  the  support  of  the  Critique. 
It  was  owing  to  Kant  that  Positivism  was  able  to  associate 
itself  with  science,  while  renouncing  all  Philosophy;  before  Kant 
Positivism  might  have  been  possible,  but  it  could  not  have 
justified  itself.  The  human  mind  may  exercise  its  speculative 
activity  in  three  domains  :  those  of  metaphysics,  criticism,  and 
positive  science  ;  but  metaphysics  exists  only  as  an  illusion  to 
be  dispelled — a  task  which  Criticism  performed,  while  at  the 
same  time  it  estabhshed  the  principles  of  science.  The  task 
of  Criticism  being  completed,  there  remains  to  us  only  positive 
science,  which  has  an  indefinite  province  wherein  it  may  ex- 
tend its  conquests  in  all  security.  Hence  we  must  be  scepti- 
cal as  regards  metaphysics,  dogmatical  as  regards  science. 

Thus  Positivism  is  an  unconscious  development  of  Kant's 
conception  ;  and  it  is  the  only  form  of  scepticism  that  remains 
possible.  The  ancients  confounded  philosophy  with  science^ 
The  sceptics,  down  to  Montaigne,  questioned  the  possibility 
of  all  science;  but  gradually  science  separated  itself  from 
philosophy,   and   took   a   place    apart.     With    Descartes    and 
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Leibnitz  it  was  still,  at  least  in  its  principles,  dependent  on 
metaphysics,  but  with  Kant  the  separation  became  complete  ; 
metaphysics  on  the  one  side,  and  science  on  the  other,  were 
lespectively  synonymous  with  illusion  and  certitude.  Scepticism 
invaded  one  and  respected  the  other,  destroying  metaphysics 
only  to  make  science  more  secure  ;  in  theory  it  became 
Criticism,  in  practice  Positivism.  It  was,  therefore,  only 
because  it  mistook  its  own  interests  that  Positivism  could 
ally  itself  with  Empiricism  ;  for  Empiricism  deprives  it  of 
every  guarantee,  and  leaves  it  without  any  support.  Hume 
had  said  the  last  word  of  this  doctrine.  In  Criticism 
something  absolute  remains,  namely,  the  laws  of  the  inider- 
standing  ;  in  Empiricism  everything  is  accidental,  probability 
takes  the  place  of  truth,  and  this  unwarranted  probability 
destroys  itself  the  moment  it  begins  to  reflect  on  its  own 
conditions. 

But  Positivism  has  not  always  been  content  to  profit  by 
the  results  of  the  Kantian  criticism  without  questioning  them. 
In  his  First  Principles  Herbert  Spencer  endeavours  to  present 
knowledge  as  a  whole,  in  a  systematic  form,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  justify  the  relinquishment  of  all  metaphysics. 
Metaphysics,  he  says,  has  the  unknowable  for  its  object,  and 
only  exists  as  a  natural  disposition  ;  science  is  of  the  knowable 
and  the  certain. 

Herbert  Spencer's  criticism  is  both  formal  and  material  ;  on 
the  one  hand  he  proves,  by  the  relativity  of  all  knowledge, 
the  formal  impossibility  of  conceiving  the  Absolute  ;  on  the 
other  hand,  he  examines  and  exposes  the  nullity  of  the  meta- 
physical conceptions.  This  double  criticism  is  governed  by 
one  principle  :  That  which  is  logically  inconceivable  is  false  ; 
the  criterion  of  truth  is  the  inconceivability  of  the  contrary. 
This  criterion  is  applied  in  the  positive  part  of  his  work  (the 
sphere  of  the  knowable).  All  the  principles  of  science  are 
reduced  to  one  supreme  law,  the  law  of  the  persistence  of 
force.  This  principle  is  undemonstrable,  and  must  be  so, 
for  it  is  the  basis  of  all  scientific  demonstration  :  but  it 
cannot  be  denied  without  contradiction  :  it  appears  to  us 
as  necessary,  therefore  it  is  true. 

"  There  must  exist  some  principle  which,  as  being  the  basis  of  science, 
•cannot  be  estabHshed  by  science.    All  reasoned-out  conclusions  whatever 
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must  rest  on  some  postulate.  As  before  shown  we  cannot  go  on  merging 
derivative  truths  in  those  wider  and  wider  truths  from  which  they  are 
derived,  without  reaching  at  last  a  widest  truth  which  can  be  merged  in 
no  other,  or  derived  from  no  other.  And  whoever  contemplates  the 
relation  in  which  it  stands  to  the  truths  of  science  in  general,  will  see 
that  this  truth  transcending  demonstration  is  the  persistence  of  force. 

"  By  the  persistence  of  force,  we  really  mean  the  persistence  of  some 
cause  which  transcends  our  knowledge  and  conception.  In  asserting  it 
we  assert  an  unconditioned  reality,  without  beginning  or  end"  {First 
Princi/ples^  p.  192). 

Here  Herbert  Spencer  forgets  his  own  empiricism  :  no  repeti- 
tion of  experiences,  whether  of  the  individual  or  of  the  species, 
can  explain  the  absolute  universality  and  necessity  attributed 
by  him  to  this  principle.  It  is  a  return  to  the  a  priorism  of 
Kant.     Spencer  establishes  determinism  a  priori  ! 

Another  contradiction  is  implied  in  Herbert  Spencer's 
system  :  if  the  inconceivability  of  the  contrary  is  the  criterion 
of  truth,  how  can  science  lead  to  the  affirmation  of  the 
existence  of  an  Absolute  {i.e.  permanent  force)  when  the  formal 
criterion  of  knowledge  has  proved  the  inconceivability  of  the 
Absolute  ?  Spencer,  it  is  true,  makes  a  distinction,  which  he 
has  borrowed  from  Kant  {Log.  Introd.  Y),  between  definite  and 
indefinite  consciousness,  that  is,  between  the  logical  and  the 
psychological  ;  but  the  contradiction  remains  nevertheless. 
Are  we  to  refer  this  Absolute  to  our  definite  or  to  our 
indefinite  consciousness  ?  Herbert  Spencer  does  not  tell  us, 
and  this  indecision  deprives  his  criterion  of  all  value.  For, 
can  both  the  inconceivability  of  the  Absolute  and  the  necessity 
of  conceiving  it  be  logically  proved  at  the  same  time  ?  The 
Absolute  was  to  be  inconceivable,  and  yet  we  cannot  deny 
it  without  affirming  it.  In  its  too  anxious  endeavour  to 
be  profound,  Herbert  Spencer's  positivism,  like  his  empiricism, 
falls  into  self-contradiction.  It  is  at  bottom  an  unconscious 
return  to  dogmatism. 

Conclusion, 

One  thing  is  certain  :  the  scepticism  of  ancient  times 
is  now  a  matter  of  past  history.  In  our  time  there  are 
no  Pyrrhonians;  no  one  dreams  of  contesting  the  possibility 
of  the  mathematical  or  physical  sciences  ;  no  one  proposes  that 
man    should    suspend    his   judgment    concerning    all    things. 
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Ancient  scepticism  has  been  replaced  by  two  systems,  both 
of  which  claim  to  have  marked  out  the  limits  of  thought, 
and  to  have  done  so  with  the  object  of  defining  the  domain 
in  which  its  activity  may  be  exercised  with  fruitful  results. 

Empiricism  professes  to  represent  science,  and  to  employ  in 
the  study  of  the  phenomena  of  thought,  the  methods  that  have 
been  so  fruitful  in  the  study  of  natural  phenomena.  One  may 
say,  it  is  true,  that  "  scepticism  is  the  natural  and  ever- 
reappearing  fruit  of  empiricism,"  since  all  our  principles  have 
in  the  last  resort  no  better  basis  than  subjective  habit.  "  But 
because  we  have  the  habit  of  associating  in  a  certain  order 
the  images  of  our  past  sensations,  does  it  follow  that  our 
future  sensations  must  succeed  each  other  in  the  same 
order  ?  .  .  .  What  the  empiricists  call  thought,  in  opposition 
to  nature,  is  only  a  collection  of  impressions  continued  beyond 
the  moment,  and  growing  ever  more  faint;  and  to  look  for 
the  secret  of  the  future  in  what  is  only  a  vain  image  of  the 
past,  is  to  undertake  to  discover  in  a  dream  what  is  to  happen 
to  us  when  we  are  awake  "  (J.  Lachelier,  Le  Fond,  de 
r Induction,  pp.  29,  30).  But  the  empiricists  deny  that  their 
doctrine  leads  to  these  extreme  consequences:  it  is  their 
opponents  that  accuse  them  of  rendering  science  impossible, 
while  they  pride  themselves  in  being  its  only  authorised 
representatives  amongst  the  philosophers. 

Criticism  provides  a  reply  to  the  two  great  arguments  of 
the  ancient  sceptics.  These  attacked  logical  certitude  in  the 
name  of  the  necessity  of  proving  everything,  and  objective 
certitude  in  the  name  of  the  relativity  of  all  knowledge.  To 
the  former  argument,  Kant  answers,  like  Aristotle,  that  every- 
thing is  not  demonstrable,  because  everything  does  not  require 
demonstration  ;  but  he  adds  to  the  value  of  his  reply  by  his 
clearer  indication  of  a  'priori  knowledge.  To  their  second 
argument  Kant  replies  by  making  use  of  their  own  thesis,  the 
relativity  of  knowledge.  No  doubt  our  knowledge  is  relative, 
but  it  is  relative  to  principles  that  are  universal,  and  necessary, 
and  valid  for  every  thinking  being.  In  this  sense  it  has  all 
the  objective  validity  we  can  require  of  it.  It  does  not  refer 
to  the  nature  of  things,  but  only  to  phenomena  and  their 
relations.  The  Absolute  eludes  us  indeed,  but  if  Metaphysics 
is  given  over  to  scepticism,  Science  is  not. 
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As  we  have  seen  by  the  example  of  Herbert  Spencer,  it  is 
difficult  not  to  go  from  empiricism  to  criticism.  But  can 
Criticism  itself  claim  to  have  said  the  last  word  concernincy 
science  ?  It  would  seem  not,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  out  of 
Criticism  there  arose  in  Germany  the  boldest  dogmatism  the 
world  has  yet  seen.  Kant's  great  merit  is  that  he  transferred 
the  problem  to  the  nature  and  the  conditions  of  thought  ;  but 
the  reflection  on  thought  to  which  this  point  of  view  invites 
us,  at  the  same  time  furnishes  principles  which  permit  us  to 
go  beyond  it  (see  F.  Eavaisson,  Eapport  sur  le  prix  Victor 
Cousin), 
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CHAPTER  II 

MATTER 

Metaphysics  is  the  science  of  first  principles  and  of  first  causes 
(Arist.  Met.  I,  1,  Ch.  II).  It  reaches  back  to  principles  which 
pre-suppose  no  further  principles,  and  to  the  cause,  or  causes, 
which  have  no  other  cause.  Whatever  their  particular  theories 
may  have  been,  those  philosophers  who  professed  to  reduce  the 
universe  to  its  principles  of  existence  have  had  to  account  for 
the  unity  and  diversity  revealed  to  us  by  the  observation  of 
phenomena.  The  one  and  the  many,  activity  and  passivity, 
perfection  and  limitation,  are  everywhere  found  mingled  in  the 
world,  which  is  the  object  of  our  thought.  Hence  arose  the 
hypothesis  of  a  passive  and  manifold  principle,  namely  matter, 
and  of  a  principle  of  movement  and  unity,  which  is  the  soul,  and 
the  necessity  of  explaining  the  intercommunication  and  inter- 
action of  these  two  principles  whose  union  is  apparently  contra- 
dictory. It  is  true  that  some  philosophers  have  denied  the 
existence  of  matter,  and  others  the  existence  of  mind,  but  all 
have  had  nevertheless  to  explain  the  apparent  dualism  w^hich 
the  observation  of  things  seems  to  impose  on  us.  We  may 
therefore  consider  the  different  metaphysical  systems  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  solution  they  offer  to  the  problems  of 
matter  and  of  mind,  and  of  the  relations  between  them. 

Hylozoism  of  the  First  Philosophers.     Atomism  of  Democritus. 

We  ahould-seek,in.Yai3x.amûQg_^he  tot  Greek  philosophers, 
always  excepting  Democritus  and  the  Atomists,^toru~cfëaFând 


distinct    conception  of   matter  as   we   understand  it.     These 
philosophers  considered  all  things,  as  Aristotle  puts  it,  eV  i^i^V 
ei&ei,  "  from  the  point  of  view^of  matter,"  but  the  conception 
they  formed  of  matter  was  still  ccmfusêa^nd  involved.     Xlie 
elements,"wïïîch  they  took"" "as  constitutive  principles   of   th-T 
physical-world,  were  partly  material  and  partly  spiritual,  and 
the  mode  according  to  which  these  elements  are  combined  was 
with  most  of  them,  whatever  Bitter  may  say  to  the  coutraig;:» 
(see  his  History  of  Greek  Philosophy),  neither  strictly  dynamic 
nor  expressly  mechanical. 

Take  for  instance  Thaïes,  the  first  Ionic  Philosopher. 
According  to  him  the  substance  of  things  was  water,  or  in  a 
general  way  a  humid  element  (Arist.  Metaph.  I,  iii,  983  h,  20), 
but  this  element  was  not  purely  material,  it  had  a  soul,  ^v^i] 
{De  Anima,  I,  v,  411  «,  7).  Nor  was  it,  properly  speaking, 
spiritual,  for  this  soul  is,  as  it  were,  an  undefined  attractive  and 
motor  force,  something  like  a  magnet  {Ibid.  I,  ii,  405  a,  19). 
Thus,  Thaïes'  conception  was  rather  a  confused  kind  of  hylozoism; 
and  one  may  say  the  same  of  the  "  Infinite  "  of  Anaximander,  of 
the  "  air  "  of  Anaximenes.  Ariaximenes  aera  deum  statuit  .  .  . 
esseque  immensum,  et  infinitum,  et  semper  in  motu  (Cic.  De  Nat. 
Deornm  I,  10). 

The  conception  of  Heraclitus  shows  more  originality.  Not 
that  he  rises  above  the  purely  physical  point  of  view  of  his 
predecessors  ;  it  is  a  grave  historical  error  to  represent  him 
as  the  precursor  of  Hegel,  as  Lassalle  does  {Die  Philosophie 
Heracleitos  des  Dunklen,  2nd  vol.).  The  universal  principle  of 
being  is  an  ever-living  fire,  which  is  ignited  and  extinguished 
in  accordance  with  a  fixed  rhythm:  irvp  ael^wov,  à-n-To/uepop 
fierpw  Koi  aTroo-^evvvfxevov  /nerpa)  {Frag.  27).  Fire  becomes 
all  things,  and  all  things  turn  into  fire  {Frag.  49).  Fire  is 
not  indeed  a  determinate  sensible  existence,  but  the  common 
substratum,  the  substance  of  all  sensible  things. 

It  would  seem  at  first  sight  that  with  Pythagoreanism  the 
principle  of  the  explanation  of  things  becomes  decidedly 
spiritual,  but  the  Pythagorean  Number  must  be  regarded  as  an 
element  {a-roixelov,  Arist.  Metaph,  I,  v,  985  h,  28),  as  the  substance 
or  material  out  of  which  things  are  made.  Numbers  are  divided 
into  odd  numbers  (-Trepicra-d),  even  numbers  {aprta),  and  odd- 
even  numbers  {àpTio-rrépia-cra).      The  odd  is  identified  with  the 
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limited,  the  even  with  the  unlimited.  The  formula,  "  every- 
thing is  Number,"  is  then  equivalent  to  the  following  :  Every- 
thing is  formed  either  of  things  limiting  or  of  things  unlimited, 
or  of  things  that  are  both  limiting  and  unlimited.  avdyKa  ra 
eovra  eljuev  irâvra  t]  Trepaivovra  tj  aireipa,  rj  irepaivovra  re  Kai 
a-ireipa  {Frag,  of  Philos.  3).  These  opposite  elements  are 
united  in  Number.  Number  is  thus  a  principle  of  unity  and 
harmony.  The  only  difference  between  the  Pythagoreans  and 
the  Ionic  philosophers  is  that  the  former  seek  the  essence  of 
matter,  not  in  a  single  more  or  less  subtle  or  dense  material 
principle,  but  in  Number,  the  most  abstract  principle,  which 
they  conceived  as  being  the  synthesis,  the  harmony,  of  the  two 
opposite  elements,  the  limited  and  the  unlimited. 

Parmenides  attacks  the  vulgar  conception  of  matter  as 
multiplicity  and  motion.  Being  alone  exists  :  Being  that  is 
one,  immovable,  full,  always  like  unto  itself  (V,  60).  Par- 
menides calls  this  Being  a  sphere,  not  as  a  mere  poetical 
comparison,  but  as  being  really  identical  with  a  sphere  (V, 
103,  104).  Matter  and  thought  are  not  distinguished  by  him, 
both  are  contained  in  the  conception  of  Being  in  general 
(V,  39,  40).  The  Eleatic  philosophy  marks,  however,  an  im- 
portant stage  in  the  history  of  the  theories  of  matter,  for  in  it 
phenomena,  the  epheijieral  modes,  are  for  the  first  time  dis- 
tinguished from  the  substantial  and  permanent  element.  We 
shall  see  how,  later  on,  philosophers  returned  to  the  Eleatic 
principles,  and  drew  from  them  new  consequences. 

Empedocles  holds  with  Parmenides  that  birth  and  destruc- 
tion are  mere  appearances  (V,  113  sq.).  What  appears  to  us 
to  be  a  birth  or  becoming  {(pvaiç),  is  merely  a  mixture  of 
elements  (iulï^iç).  What  we  regard  as  annihilation  (reXevWf) 
is  merely  a  separation  of  elements  (SidWa^iç)  (V,  98  sq.)  :  the 
primordial  elements,  the  pil^donaTa  of  things  are  four  :  water, 
air,  earth,  and  fire.  How  does  the  mixture  take  place  ?  The 
particles  of  a  body  detach  themselves  from  the  group  to  which 
they  belong,  to  penetrate  into  the  pores  {iropot)  of  another 
body.  A  new  substance  is  not  formed,  there  is  only  a  displace- 
ment or  re-arrangement  of  the  elementary  particles.  As  for 
the  action  at  a  distance  of  one  body  upon  another,  it  is 
explained  by  what  Empedocles  calls  emanations  (airoppoal):. 
some  infinitely  small,  invisible  particles  are  detached  from  on:5 
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body  and  penetrate  into  the  pores  of  another  (V,  337).  This 
action  takes  place  more  easily  according  as  there  is  a  greater 
similarity  between  the  two  bodies:  for  there  is  an  affinity,  a 
friendship  between  similar  things  (Arist.  De  Gen.  et  Corr.  I,  8). 

Anaxagoras,  like  Empedocles,  regards  birth  and  death  as  a 
union  and  separation  {Fr.  17).  But  the  primary  substances 
{cnrep^iaTo)  are,  according  to  him,  infinite  in  number.  These 
(TTrep^aTa  are  not  indeterminate,  like  the  atoms  of  Democritus, 
they  are  at  once  perfectly  definite  and  endlessly  various  in 
qualities  (Fr.  3).  A  bone,  for  instance,  is  composed  of  smaller 
bones  which  have  come  together  and  combined  (Lucretius,  I, 
834-39).  Aristotle  calls  those  elements  "  like  "  (ra  ojULoioiueptjX 
whose  combination  forms  the  different  bodies.  (Be  Gen.  et 
Corr.  I,  i,  314  a,  18.) 

The  clearest  expression  of  the  materialistic  theory  to  be  found^ 
in  philosophy,  is  the  one  given  by  the  Atomists  Leucippus  and 
Democritus.  They  grant  to  the  Eleatics  that  motion  and  be- 
coming are  impossible  without  Non-being,  but  instead  of  infer- 
ring from  this  proposition  the  impossibility  of  motion  and  of 
becoming,  they  deduce  from  it  the  reality  of  Non-being.  Non- 
being  exists  by  the  same  right  as  Being.  Being,  which  the 
Atomists,  like  the  Eleatics,  identify  with  the  plenum,  to  TrX^peç, 
is  composed_of_jLtoms,  that  is  t^^  particles, 

which    are    eternal,    qualitatively    iTidetenniii^|f>_^^ir|    y^iif^J-ioy 

infinite,  and^  separated  from  one  another  by-^pn-being  or  the 
Void,  TO  K€vov.  For  the  cause  of  the  motion  of  matter  Enipe- 
docleshad  19ilen  back  upon  the  mythical  forces,  love  and  hate, 
while  Anaxagoras  found  this  cause  in  the  action  of  intelligence. 
But  according  to  Democritus_the  principle,  of  motion  is  not 
to  be  found  in  any  force  external_  to  t^e^^a^^i»  (3Lust.  De  Caelo, 
III,  2),  but  in  a  preceding  motion,  and  so  on  to  infinity.  This 
motion  does  not,  however,  occur  at  random,  but  in  obedience  to 
necessary  and  fixed  laws  :  ovSev  yj)Y\fxa  jmaTtjv  ylyveTai^  àXXà 
iravTa  ck  \oyov  re  Kai  vir   avay Ktjç  (Frag.  41).  

Thus    everything    is    reduced    to   atoms   and  motion  :    the    / 
manner  of  the  grouping  and  combination  of   the  atoms,  the 
primary   quab'tip^g^^    extension   and    weight,  constitute    the 

^jice  of  things.     As  for  the  secondaTyquaJitiesJl^^ 
taste,  smellX^Î^By  come  not  from  the  ol^ect  itself,  but  from  the 
impression  ît-^pKuiuces  on  human  sensation.^    ^ 
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Pre-Socratic  philosophy  comes  to  a  close  in  the  Atomistic 
theory.  With  Democritus,  Greek  thought  arrived  at  last  at  a 
clear  and  distinct  conception  of  matter,  and  formulated  with 
/_  precision  tFé~great  principles  which  are  becoming  everyday 
more  important  in  modern  physical  science  :  the  indestructi- 
bility  of  matter,  and  the  conservation  of  foi^Ê.;  nothing  comes 
from  nothing, "liothmg  returns  to  nothing  (Lucretius);  the 
reduction  of  all  phenomena  to  the  single  fact  of  motion,  and 
the  government  of  the  phenomenal  world  by  mechanical  laws. 
It  was  a  great  merit  in  Democritus  that  he  laid  down  so 
clearly  the  principles  of  what  we  may  call  the  Philosophy  of 
Appearance. 

'  Plato  :  Obscurity  of  his  Theory  of  Matter. 

With  Socrates  there  commenced  a  reaction  against  the 
Materialism  of  the  Physicists. 

"  Without  having  dealt  himself  with  physical  science,  Socrates  had  yet 
already  marked  out  for  it  the  path  in  which  it  was  af terwârdà"  to  travel 
with  such  steady  persistence.  .  .  .  The  world  is  explained  from  man,  not 
man  from  the  uni  versai  laws  of  nature.  In  the^orderof  natural  events,  then, 
there  is  presupposed  throughout  that  antithesis  of  thoughts  and  acts,  of 
plan  and  material  execution,  which  we  find  in  our  own  consciousness.  .  .  . 
We  see  here  how  much  of  a  Socratic  Aristotle  still  was  at  bottom,  with 
his  antithesis  of  form  and  matter,  and  the  government  of  efficient  causes 
by  the  final  purpose  "  (Lange,  History  of  Materialism^  trans,  by  E.  C. 
Thomas,  Voi.  I,  p.  64). 

Plato^s  theory  of  matter  has  given  rise  to  much  discussion. 
What  is  matter  according  to  him  ?  Is  there  even,  strictly 
speaking,  such  a  thing  as  matter,  a  kind  of  reality  that  is 
different  in  nature  from  and  irreducible  to  Ideas,  and  whose 
relation  to  Ideas  yet  constituted  the  world  ? 

In  the  rimacws  Plato  seems  .to  teach  the  existence  of  an 
eternal  mati>er_(the  word  lîkri  is  not  used  by  him  in  this  sense), 
that  is  to  say,  of  an  indeterminate^^methingr^  which  is_the 
source  of  becfliging  (cKeivo  ev  S  ylyi/eraiy^  a,  kmd  of  receptacle* 
of^giiiiei»fttion  (irdcrtjç  yevea-eœç  viroSo^r)),  which  Is^s  it  were  its 
nurse  {oîov  riOrivrj);  difficult  of  explanation  and  dimly  seen 
(^aXeirov  koi  a/muSpop  eîSoç)  (Tim.  49  a);  an  element  which 
underlies^^€dj^^things  (iKjuLayeîov  yap  (pvarei  iravri  KèÎTaiJ^  soft 
sub's  tance»    the    natural    recipient    of    all    impresslôïiiss    the 


rinciple  out  of  which  all  things  are  f'^rmed,  and  which  has 


itselt  no  form  an(r"no~3ëtërnimatr--tpTaliti(S,  which  is  not 
accessible,  hke  the  lÏÏëâTlo  thougTitTn^  Tiîë""the  sensTbïer 
sensation  <7^m.  52)^  which  we  can  represent  to  ourselves 
only  throîîgh^  à  imst,  and  as  it  were  in  a  dream  (irpoç  6  S^  koi 
oveipoTToXovfiev  ^Xeirovreç).  Again  Plato  calls  this  matter  "  the 
place"  (x^/o«,  TOTToç).  Such  is  the  obscure  principle,  the 
primitive  matter  which,  according  to  the  Timaeus,  exists  beside 
the  Idea  as^^different  and  primitive  reality,  and  wKicB~15y 
concurrence  with  the  Idea  forms  the  world. 

Does  this  dualism  of  the  Timaeus  represent  Plato's  final 
conception  of  matter  ?  Or,  shall  we  not  rather  look  for  his 
last  word  on  the  subject,  in  the  Parmenides  and  the  Sophist,  in 
wliich  he  endeavours  to  overcome  this  dualism  ?  If  matter  is 
eternal,  if  its  substance  persists  through  every  change,  how 
can  it  be  said  that  being  only  belongs  to  the  Idea  ?  Matter, 
eve|i^^Jhe_7Ï2Miï^4«,  is  loiown.  by    thought  norTy 

sensation,  and  for  Plato,  the  intelligible  is  the  measure  of  The 
real,  and  what  is  an  object  neither  for  thought  nor  for  sensa- 
tion does  not  exist.  If,  moreover,  the  sensible  participates 
both  in  Being  and  Non-being,  and  if  ajljbeing^comes  to  it  from 
the  Ideas,  must  there  not  be  a  negative  principle,  a  Non-being, 
whicTi  distinguishes  it  from  the  Ideas  ?  Are  we  then  to  attri- 
bute Subjective  Idealism  to  Plato,  to  see  in  his  matter  nothing 
more  than  a  confused  representation  of  the  world  of  ideas  in 
the  individual  mind  ?  Not  to  mention  other  arguments  which 
might  be  urged  against  this  solution,  it  involves  a  historical 
misconstruction,  for  it  ascribes  to  Plato  theories  that  have  as 
a  matter  of  fact  appeared  only  in  modern  times. 

The  following  is  the  solution  which  Zeller  suggests  : 

"  If,  then,  the  Universal,  the  basis  of  sensible  existence,  is  neither  a 
material  substratum  nor  a  mere  phantasy  of  the  subjective  notion,  what 
is  it?  Plato  tells  us  himself,  and  Aristotle  agrees  with  him.  The 
groundwork  of  all  material  existence  is  the  Unlimited  (aTrct/oov), 
Unlimitedness,  conceived  not  as  predicate,  but  as  subject  ;  it  is  the 
Great-and-Small,  not,  however,  to  be  described  as  corporeal  substance  : 
it  is  the  Non-existent,  i.e.  Non-being  ;  it  is  empty  space  as  the  condition 
of  separation  and  division.  In  the  place  of  an  external  matter  we 
must  therefore  suppose  the  mere  form  of  materiality,  the  form  of  existence 
in  space  and  of  motion  ;  and  when  the  Timaeus  speaks  of  a  matter  rest- 
lessly moved,  before  the  creation  of  the  world,  this  only  expresses  the 
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thought  that  separation,  and  becoming  are  the  essential  forms  of  all 
sensible  existence.  The  e  forms  Plato  would  have  us  regard  as  some- 
thing objective,  present  in  the  sensible  phenomenon  itself,  not  merely 
in  our  notion.  On  the  other  hand,  matter  can  have  no  reality  or  sub- 
stantiality of  its  own,  for  all  reality  is  in  Ideas.  It  remains,  therefore, 
to  explain  matter  as  the  negation  of  the  reality  supposed  in  Ideas  ;  as 
the  Non-being  of  the  Ideas,  into  which  the  latter  cannot  enter  without 
dissolving  its  Unity  in  multiplicity,  its  Permanence  in  the  flux  of 
becoming,  its  definiteness  in  the  unlimited  possibility  of  augmentation 
and  diminution,  its  self-identity  in  an  eternal  contradiction,  its  absolute 
Being  in  a  combination  of  Being  and  Non-being"  (Zeller,  trans,  by 
Alleyne  and  Goodwin,  pp.  311,  312). 

This  solution  certainly  involves  many  difficulties,  for  it 
appears  to  give  being  to  Non-being,  and  to  make  that  which 
cannot  be  thought  thinkable  ;  but  these  difficulties  are  those  of 
Platonism  itself. 

However  this  may  be,  the  radical  difference  between  Plato's 
theory  and  the  pre-Socratic  materialism  is  easily  seen.  Demo- 
critus,  depriving  reality  of  all  form,  of  all  qualitative  deter- 
mination, reduces  it  to  matter.  Plato  occupies  himself  with 
the  form,  the  quality,  which  he  separates  from  matter,  realizing 
and  hypostatizing  it  in  the  Idea.  Matter,  quantity,  and  space, 
which  for  Democritus  were  the  whole  of  reality,  are  for  Plato 
only  the  Non-being,  an  indeterminate,  obscure  substratum 
underlying  sensible  existence. 

Aristotle:  Matter  an  Indeterminate  Potentiality,  has  no 
existence  without  Form. 

Aristotle  closely  unites  the  matter- aiid_ the  form  which 
had  been  separated  by  Plato,  and  ._bfi_attributesreâlîty  to 
the  form  in  a  higher  transcendental  world.  While  Plato 
regards  the  relation  of  form  to  matter  as  that  of  reality 
to  Non-being,  to  Aristotle  they  are  two  correlative  terms,  the 
union  of  which  constitutes  Being.  There  is  therefore  m  the 
real  and  concrete  world  no  absolute  matter,  that  is,  no  matter 
that  has  not  some  form  or  quality. 

"  H)M€tç  Se  cf>afi€V  fiev  €ivaL  riva  vX-r^v  rtùv  ariûfiartov  rwv  aicrOrjTÎàVj 
dWà  ravTi]!/  ov  ^uypicrT'qVy  dX\*  del  fi€T  €vavTiaxrca>ç  €^  r}ç  ytyvcrat  rà 
Ka\ovfjL€va  o-Tot;(cta  :  We  say,  indeed,  that  there  is  a  matter  in  bodies 
which  are  the  objects  of  sensations  ;  but  this  matter  never  exists  by 
itself  or  without  one  of  the  contrary  forms  (heat,  cold,  heaviness,  light- 


ness), out  of  which  arise  what  are  called  the  elements  "  (De  Gen.  et  Corrupt. 
II,  1).  Matter  does  not  exist  of  itself  or  independently  of  form  :  to  8'  vXlkov 
ovSiTTore  Kaff  avro  A.€kt€oi'  {Met.  1035).  In  itself,  it  is  unknowable, 
ayvoxTToç  KaO^  avr^v  (1036  a,  8),  has  neither  quality  nor  quantity  nor  any 
other  of  those  things  whereby  entity  is  defined  :  Acyco  8'  vX-qv  17  /ca^* 
avTTjv  fJ'TjTe  Tt,  ft^TC  TTocrov,  //,>yTC   dXXo  firjOev  Xcyerai  etc  cjptcrTaL  to  ov 

(Met.  1029  a,  20). 

Thus  it  is  only  by  mental  abstraction  that  «matter  can  be 
separated  from  form.  But  what  is  matter,  considered  thus  in 
itself  and  in  the  abstract  ?  Every  being  or  individual  object, 
before  it  exists,  might  have  been  either  what  it  is  or  its 
opposite  ;  before  being  this  rather  than  that,  it  might  have  been 
indifferently  either  this  or  that.  And  it  is  precisely  from  this 
indeterminate  potentiality  that  those  contraries  arise  which  con- 
stitute matter,  co-ti  S'  ^  jmev  vXrj  Suvajmic^  to  S'  eîSoç  eï^reXé^eta 
(De  An.  II,  41 2  a,  6).  The  subject  of  all  change,  the  condition  of  all 
becoming  (Phys.  I,  190  a,  31  sq.\  namely,  matter,  is  non -created 
(ayevvriTos)]  and  as  all  things  that  perish  dissolve  into  it 
(ek  TovTo  à(pl^€TaL  ea")^aTov),  it  is  imperishable  (acpdaproç) 
(Phys.  I,  192  a,  28).  We  must  distinguish  this  primary  matter 
(irpcoTtj  vXri),  which,  being  without  quality  and  existing  before 
the  elements  themselves  and  their  differences,  escapes  our 
grasp,  from  the  last  or  final  matter,  vXtj  ecr-^^àrri — ISioç — oiKela 
€Kâ(TTov,  which  is  ready  to  receive  such  and  such  a  form,  just 
as  the  marble  or  the  bronze  is  matter  in  relation  to  the 
statue.  The  transition  from  potentiality  to  actuality  or  from 
matter  to  form,  takes  place  in  the  reality  through  the  medium 
of  motion. 

"  Motion,"  says  M.  Kavaisson,  "  is  Non-being  in  Being,  Non-being 
passing  into  actuality.  It  is  no  longer,  as  in  Plato,  the  logical  relation  of 
the  mutual  exclusion  of  two  terms,  but  an  intermediate  reality  which 
connects  them  together  as  two  moments  of  one  existence,  and  in  which 
one  becomes  the  other.  Motion  is  neither  Being  nor  Non-being,  neither 
actuality  nor  potentiality  ;  rather  it  is  both  at  once.  It  is  the  indivisible 
point  of  coincidence  of  these  opposite  terms,  whose  intimate  relation 
to  one  another  can  be  discovered  by  careful  observation  "  (Ravaisson, 
Métaph.  cTAristote,  I,  395). 

Motion  is  incomplete  actuality,  Traa-a  Ktvricriç  àreX?/?.  It 
has  not  its  end  in  itself  but  tends  towards  its  end,  which  is  its 
perfection.     Perfection,  or,  in,^ other  words,  true  Being,  is,  then, 


in^^oti 
insiti 


not  in  matter  nor  in  the  transition  from  matter  to  form,  but  in 


'  i 
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the  form  itself,  which  is  the  end  of  the  motion.  Matter  is  an 
imperfection,  or  perhaps  rather  a  latent,  possible  perfection 
which  has  not  yet  been  actualized  through  motion. 

Aristotle's  doctrine  was  thus  different  both  from  the 
doctrines  of  Plato  and  of  the  Ionic  physicists,  but  while 
attacking  these,  he  at  the  same  time  endeavours  to  reconcile 
them.  Matter  is  not  with. him  merely- thfi_  non-existent.  Nor 
is  it  identified  with  privation  or  with  space,  but  is  already  a 
reality,  and  so  far  the  Ionic  philosophers  were^  right.  But, 
on  the  other  hand,  matter  is  an  inferwfT'potintîàî  reality, 
which  is  not  self-sufficient  and  cannot  be  isolated  from  form, 
and  in  ibis  xeapect  Plato's  theory  is  correct. 

Materialism  of  the  Epicureans  and  Stoics. 

After  Aristotle  Materialism  under  different  forms  appeared 
once  more  to  triumph. 

"  Even  by  the  school  of  Aristotle,  the  pure  actuality  of  absolute  thought, 
which  was  the  characteristic  idea  of  his  Metaphysics,  was  gradually 
abandoned.  The  Epicureans  did  away  with  all  idea  of  actuality  and 
potentiality  and  reduced  everything  to  an  inert  matter.  The  Stoics 
brought  down  thought  once  more  to  matter,  activity  to  potentiality,  and 
Metaphysics  to  a  new  Physics  "  (Ravaisson,  Métaph.  (TArist.  Vol.  II,  p.  26). 

With  the  exception  of  a  few  details,  Epicurus  borrowed 
his  atomistic  explanation  of  the  world  from  Democritus.  Only 
bodies  exist  :  to  irav  ea-Ti  crw/uLa  (D.L.  X,  39).  Bodies  are 
formed  of  elementary  particles,  of  atoms  which  are  indivisible 
{Ibid.  56),  and  immutable  (Ibid.  54),  and  whose  essential  pro- 
perties are  size,  figure,  weight.  The  atoms  are  infinite  in 
number,  and  separated  from  one  another  by  the  void,  which 
alone  makes  motion  possible  (Ibid.  42,  44).  They  are  in- 
dependent of  one  another  (àiraSeîç,  Plut.  Adv.  Colot.  8  ; 
arpéiTTov^  koi  àa-v/ijLTraOeîç,  Ibid.  10),  and  can  have  no  relations 
except  those  resulting  from  the  accidents  of  impact  and  motion. 
They  have  a  natural  weight,  in  virtue  of  which  they  fall 
eternally  in  the  same  direction  and  with  the  same  velocity 
(D.L.  X,  43). 

But,  and  it  is  here  that  Epicurus  departs  from  the  doctrine 
of  Democritus,  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  explain  the  contact 
of  the  atoms,  to  attribute  to  them  the  power  of  swerving  from 
the  straight  line,  and  that  without  cause,  in  a  certain  undeter- 
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mined  point  in  space  and  time  (Lucretius,  II,  221).  This 
deviation,  this  swerving  of  the  atoms,  is  so  slight  that  our 
senses  are  unable  to  perceive  it,  but  it  is  necessary  and  enough 
to  explain  the  formation  of  the  worlds  {Ibid.  243).  The 
universe  thus  constituted  by  the  fortuitous  concourse  of  atoms 
is  governed  by  inflexible  necessary  laws.  Everything  can  be 
explained  mechanically  by  the  concourse  of  atoms  and  without 
the  intervention  of  intelligence  or  design. 

For  the  Stoics  as  well  as  for  the  Epicureans  it  was  an 
axiom  that  all  that  is  real  is  corporeal  :  ovra  yap  /mova  rà 
(rw/uLara  koXoiktlv  (Plut.  Adv.  Stoic.  30).  The  body  is  the 
extended,  which  has  three  dimensions  :  crwina  <5'  ecrrî  to  Tpi')(ùoç 
Siaa-TaTOP  (D.L.  VII,  135).  Not  only  are  the  human  soul  and 
God,  or  the  Providence  which  pervades  the  universe  of  reason 
and  of  harmony,  bodies,  but  so  are  also  all  those  qualities  which 
distinguish  things  from  one  another.  Quality  {iroioTrjc)  is 
explained  by  the  action  of  a  breath,  or  spiritual  fire,  which 
from  the  centre  of  each  thing  spreads  all  through  it,  and, 
returning  again  from  the  periphery  to  the  centre,  embraces, 
contains  it  {(rvvé)(€i),  and  constitutes  the  unity  and  sympathy 
of  its  elements  :  ^  iroioTrjç  ecrTi  irveufia  avTia-Tpeipoi/  è<p'  eavTO. 

And  this  theory  applies  not  only  to  physical  properties,  but 
to  moral  qualities.  Virtues  and  vices  are  bodies,  that  is  to 
say,  they  are  the  result  of  the  activity  of  the  soul,  and  this 
activity  is  the  result  of  the  tension  of  the  spiritual  fire,  which 
is  the  soul  itself. 

^^  Placet  twstris^  qitod  hooiwn  est  esse  corpus,  quia  quod  bonum  est  facit: 
quicquid  facit  cor  pits  est.  .  .  .  Sapientiam  bonum  esse  dicunt:  sequitur^ut 
necesse  sit  illam  corporalem  quoque  dicere"  (Sen.  Ep.  117,  2). 

Strangely  enough,  this  Materialism  was  not  with  the  Stoics 
the  basis  of  a  mechanical  explanation  of  life.  They  explained 
things  dynamically,  and  few  philosophers  have  made  greater 
use  of  the  theory  of  final  causes.  The  body,  according  to  them, 
possesses  more  than  the  mathematical  properties  attributed  to 
it  by  the  Epicureans.  There  are  in  each  thing  two  closely 
related  principles  :  a  passive  principle  which  is  matter,  and  an 
active  one  which  is  force  or  cause. 

"  Dicunt  ut  scis,  Stoici  nostri,  duo  esse  in  reruni  natura^  ex  quibus  omnia 
iianty  cav^am  et  mdteriam.     Materia  jacet  iiiers^  res  ad  omnia  parata^ 


156 


THE   PEOBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


MATTER 


157 


Wr       * 


cessatura  si  nemo  moveat.  Causa  autem,  id  est  ratio,  materiam  forrmt 
et  quocumque  vult  versât,  ex  ilia  varia  opera  producit.  Esse  debet 
ergo  unde  aliquid  fiat,  deinde  a  quo  fiat.  Hoc  causa  est,  illud  materia.'^ 
(Sen.  Ep.  65,  2). 

Thus  matter  and  force  are  the  two  inseparable  elements 
which  constitute  each  being.  The  passive  or  material  element 
is  the  substance  (ovarla)  of  the  body,  is  that  by  which  it  exists 
(D.L.  VII,  150).  Force  or  the  active  element  is  its  quality,  its 
manner  of  being  (Troiorrjç).  Force  makes  with  matter  but  one 
and  the  same  being.  It  moves  in  and  with  matter,  and  is 
therefore,  as  it  were,  a  germ,  or  seed  which  contains  from  the 
beginning  all  its  determinations  and  develops  them  succes- 
sively, according  to  the  laws  of  reason  :  Xoyo^  a-Trep^AariKoç 
(Ibid.  136).  This  force  with  which  matter  is  informed,  and 
which  contains  in  itself  the  cause  of  all  the  changes  in  the 
body,  is  lire — not  the  coarse  fire  revealed  to  us  by  our  senses, 
which,  far  from  producing  anything,  destroys  everything,  but  an 
ethereal  fire  which  engenders  all  things  with  consummate  art 
and  knowledge:  irvp  TeyyiKov  oSw  ^aSil^ov  etc  yeveaiv  {Ibid. 
156).  The  Stoics'  world  is  not,  like  that  of  Epicurus,  com- 
posed of  independent  parts  having  no  interaction  ;  everything 
in  it,  on  the  contrary,  is  bound  together.  One  force  and  one 
reason  pervades  it  ;  it  is  in  fact  a  continuous  and  sympathetic 
whole  :  -wav  arvvexeç,  (rvjuLTraOec.  Thus,  although  everything  is 
body,  matter  is  distinguished  from  force.  Not  that  the  ultimate 
result  of  the  system  is  a  dualism  :  the  primitive  and  divine 
fire  is  the  principle  of  all  that  is.  All  the  other  elements  are 
only  metamorphoses  of  this  fire,  and  matter  is  a  relaxation 
and  a  degradation  of  it.  And  if  everything  comes  from  the 
divine  fire,  everything  must  return  to  it;  our  life  is  only  a 
periodical  episode  in  the  divine  life. 

Neo-Platonism  :  Reaction  against  Materialism. 

With  Neo-Pythagoreanism  and  Neo-Platonism  a  new  re- 
action against  Materialism  began.  A  doctrine  that  professed 
to  explain  everything  by  that  which  is  visible  and  tangible 
could  not  be  otherwise  than  repulsive  to  minds  trained  in  the 
school  of  Plato,  and  already  tinged  with  the  spirit  of  oriental 
religious  feeling.  In  the  Trinity  of  Plotinus,  the  first  hypo- 
stasis,  the    One,  which   is   absolutely   simple,  cannot  contain 


anything   analogous   to   matter,   but    in   intelligence   there   is 
already  plurality. 

"  If  there  are  many  forms,  it  is  necessary  {avay kyj)  that  there  shall  be 
something  common  in  them  ;  and  also  that  there  should  be  something 
peculiar  to  each  by  which  one  is  distinguished  from  another.  This 
something  peculiar  (tôtov),  therefore,  this  separating  difference,  is  the 
appropriate  form  (fiopcj^rj).  But  if  there  is  form,  there  is  also  that  which 
is  formed  (et  8e  iJiop<f>rj,  ea-rt  kœÏ  to  fiop<f)OVfi€vov),  about  which  difference 
subsists  (ircpl  6  rj  8ia<f>opd).  Hence  there  is  matter  (in  intelligibles) 
which  receives  the  form,  and  is  always  the  subject  of  it  (co-rti/  apa  kœl 
vXrj  rj  TTjv  fxop(f>rjv  8€)(Ofx.€vrj  koI  act  to  vTTOKCt/xcvov)  "  (Plotinus,  Enneads, 

II,  iv,  4). 

Furthermore,  our  sensible  world  is  an  image  of  the  intelli- 
gible world,  and  as  it  is  composed  of  matter  and  of  form, 
there  must  also  be  matter  in  the  world  above:  Kwcel  Set 
vXrjv  eivai  (Ibid.).'  But  the  matter  that  is  in  the  vovç  must  not 
be  conceived  as  resembling  what  we  call  matter  here  below^ 
Intelligible  matter  is  entirely  informed  and  animated  with  the 
higher  principle,  while  sensible  matter  shuts  out  form.  The 
first  is  Being,  the  second  is  Non-being  :  the  first  is  eternal  like 
the  Idea,  the  second  is  subject  to  a  perpetual  becoming. 

*'  Even  when  the  matter  of  bodies,"  says  Plotinus,  "  becomes  a  definite 
thing,  it  is  neither  living  nor  thinking  :  it  is  dead  in  spite  of  its  borrowed 
beauty.  On  the  other  hand,  intelligible  matter  is  truly  real,  it  is  living 
and  thinking  "  (Enn.  II,  iv,  5). 

It  would  seem,  then,  that  these  two  kinds  of  matter  re- 
semble each  other  in  name  only,  but  there  is  a  reason  for  this 
common  name.  With  the  second  hypostasis  already  com- 
mences that  procession  which  continues  to  go  further  away 
from  unity  and  finds  its  last  limit  in  matter. 

What  is  concentrated  in  the  intelligible  world  is,  in  the 
sensible  world,  divided  and  dispersed;  unity  becomes  plurality; 
harmony,  struggle  and  opposition  ;  and  eternity,  time  and 
succession.  The  cause  of  this  lower  existence  is  matter, 
and  Plotinus  returns  to  Plato's  theory  of  it. 

Matter  is  the  universal  substratum  which  persists  under  the  mutation 
of  the  elements  into  each  other  (v7ro8ox>},  viroKCLfievov,  Enn.  II,  iv,  6). 
This  matter  is  void  of  form,  absolutely  indefinite,  void  of  all  quality  (aTroioç, 
Ibid.  8).  In  itself  it  does  not  even  possess  magnitude,  which  belongs  to 
it  only  in  so  far  as  the  concept  magnitude  is  realized  in  it  (Ibid.).  ISIatter 
is,  as  in  the  Timaeus,  space,  the  natural  recipient  of  all  things.   It  must  not 
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be  said  of  matter  that  it  is  body  (do-to/xaroç),  for  body  is  posterior  to  it 
(i5o-T€^ov),  and  presupposes  the  synthesis  {(tvvOctov)  of  a  matter  and  a  form 
{Enn.  Ill,  vi,  7).  Matter  has  no  reality,  but  is  merely  the  possibility  of 
being  ;  in  itself  it  is  the  privation  of  all  things,  the  cause  to  other  things 
of  their  apparent  substance  {iprjfiia  TrdvTiav  ovcra,  aAAà  yiyv^Tai  fiev  airia 
aAAoïç  Tov  <f>aLV€o-6aLj  Enn.  Ill,  vi,  15). 

Matter,  in  short,  is  Non-being  (àAr/^ivwç  /n^  6v\  that  which  is  void 
of  all  reality,  from  which  the  good  is  absent  ;  and  it  is  in  this  sense  that 
Plotinus  calls  matter  "  evil  "  {irpOtrov  Ka/cov,  Emi.  I,  viii,  3  ;  cf.  Zeller, 
Vol.  V,  2nd  éd.,  p.  486). 

It  must  be  admitted  that  this  definition  gives  us  no  positive 
idea  of  matter,  and  that  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  this  nothing 
which  is  yet  something. 

Revival  of  Science,  The  Problem  of  Matter  restated.  The 
Atomism  of  Gassendi. 

In  the  Middle  Ages  philosophers  were  content  to  follow  Plato 
and  Aristotle,  especially  the  latter  in  his  distinction  between 
matter  and  form.  We  must,  however,  notice  one  exception  :  in 
Paris,  in  1348,  Nicolaus  of  Autricuria  was  condemned  for  hav- 
ing said  that  there  was  "  nothing  in  the  phenomena  of  nature 
beyond  the  movement  of  atoms  which  combines  or  separates 
them  "  (Prantl,  Gesch.  der  Log.  IV,  p.  2).  It  was  not  till  the 
16th  century  that  the  revival  of  scientific  investigation,  and 
particularly  the  great  discoveries  of  Copernicus  and  Galileo,  drew 
attention  once  more  to  cosmological  problems,  and  consequently 
to  the  question  of  the  essence  of  matter.  The  consciousness  of 
an  universal  life  inspired  at  first  a  poetical  and  somewhat 
vague  kind  of  Pantheism. 

"The  infinity  of  forms  under  which  matter  appears,  taught  Bruno, 
it  does  not  receive  from  another  and  something  external,  but  produces 
them  from  itself  and  engenders  them  from  its  bosom.  Matter  is  not  that 
prope  nihil  which  some  philosophers  have  wished  to  make  it,  and  as  to 
which  they  have  so  much  contradicted  each  other  ;  not  that  naked,  mere 
empty  capacity,  without  efficiency,  completeness,  and  fact.  Even  though 
it  has  no  form  of  its  own  it  is  not  at  least  deprived  of  it,  as  ice  is  of  heat, 
or  as  the  depths  are  of  light,  but  it  is  like  the  travailing  mother  as  she 
expels  her  offspring  from  her  womb  .  .  .  therefore  matter  is  not  without 
forms — nay,  it  contains  them  all  ;  and  since  it  unfolds  what  it  carries  con- 
cealed within  itself,  it  is  in  truth  all  nature  and  the  mother  of  all  living 
things  "  (Lange,  Hist,  of  Materialism^  Vol.  I,  p.  232  of  trans.). 

Beside  this  Pantheism  there  appeared  once  more  a  doctrine 
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of  Atomism.     Among  all  the  ancient  philosophers  Bacon  gives 
the  highest  place  to  Demoeritus. 

"  And  therefore  the  natural  philosophy  of  Demoeritus,  and  some  others 
who  did  not  suppose  a  mind  or  reason  in  the  frame  of  things,  but  attri- 
buted the  form  thereof  able  to  maintain  itself  to  infinite  essays  or  proofs 
of  nature  which  they  term  fortune,  seemeth  to  me  ...  in  particularities  of 
physical  causes  more  real  and  better  inquired  than  that  of  Aristotle  and 
Plato"  (Advancement  of  Learning^  Bk.  II,  §  vii).  Bacon  does  not  however 
wish  to  be  "  led  to  the  doctrine  of  atoms,  which  implies  the  hypothesis  of 
a  vacuum,  and  that  of  the  unchangeableness  of  matter  (both  false  assump- 
tions)." "We  shall,"  he  says,  "  be  led  to  real  particles  such  as  really  exist " 
{Nov.  Organ.  Bk.  II). 

It  was  by  a  French  philosopher,  Gassendi,  that  the  atomistic 
conception  of  the  universe  was  revived  in  modern  times.  As 
Lange  remarks,  "Among  all  the  systems  of  antiquity  he 
judiciously  chose  the  one  that  is  most  in  harmony  with  modern 
empirical  tendencies."  The  rehabilitation  of  Epicurus  "  deserves 
to  be  ranked  amongst  the  most  original  attempts  of  that  time." 
In  his  work  the  Eocercitationes  paradoxicae  contra  Aristotelem 
(1624-1645),  five  books  of  which  he  burnt  under  advice  of 
his  friends,  is  a  defence  of  the  system  of  Epicurus.  From  a 
summary  of  the  lost  books  we  see  that  Gassendi  adopted  the 
system  of  Copernicus,  and  the  theory  of  the  world  as  expounded 
by  Lucretius.  In  1643  he  commenced  his  polemic  against 
Descartes  with  the  publication  of  his  Disquisitiones  anti- 
cartesianae.  Most  of  his  writings  on  Epicurus  as  well  as  the 
exposition  of  his  own  doctrines  date  from  1646  to  1653.  For 
him  the  universe  was  a  coordinate  whole,  the  constitutive 
elements  of  which  were  atoms.  These  in  their  turn  were 
determinations  of  a  permanent,  indestructible  principle,  which 
is  matter.  No  body  conies  from  nothing.  The  atoms  are 
identical  in  substance,  but  differ  in  form.  The  appearance  and 
disappearance  of  things  is  only  the  reunion  and  separation  of 
atoms.  Gassendi,  unlike  the  French  materialists  of  the  18th 
century,  does  not  deduce  atheism  from  his  principles.  God 
with  him  is  the  Creator  of  matter. 

Descartes:  the  Essence  of  Matter  is  Extension;  Geometrical 
Mechanism, 

"It  is  very  evident  that  all  that  is  true  is  something, 
truth  being  identical  with  existence,  and  I  have  already  fully 
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demonstrated  that  whatever  is  clearly  and  distinctly  known  is 
true"  {bth  Meditation).  Descartes  applies  this  method  to 
matter  in  order  to  determine  its  essence.  His  object  is  to 
make  of  matter,  such  as  it  exists  in  our  thought,  an  analysis 
which  shall  free  it  from  all  its  obscurities,  from  all  its  sensible 
qualities,  and  to  bring  out  whatever  in  it  is  clear  and  distinct 
(Ibid.), 

Any  material  object,  a  piece  of  wax  for  instance,  contains 
a  confused  multitude  of  properties  which  are  variable  and  un- 
stable, and  awaken  in  the  thinking  subject  so  many  more  or 
less  confused  conceptions.  We  say  of  this  piece  of  wax  that 
it  has  such  a  colour,  such  a  form  and  taste,  but  do  these 
expressions  reveal  the  essence  of  matter  ?  In  no  wise.  Hold 
the  piece  of  wax  near  the  fire,  and  colour,  odour,  and  taste  will 
all  melt  away,  and  give  place  to  an  extended,  soft,  and  flexible 
mass,  which,  however,  we  still  call  wax  (2nd  Med.);  con- 
sequently all  the  secondary  qualities  which  the  vulgar  regard 
as  so  many  properties  of  matter  are  things  that  depend  on 
external  circumstances  and  on  the  sensibility  of  the  subject, 
and  do  not  really  constitute  the  material  object.  All  that 
we  can  expect  of  our  senses  is  that  they  may  indicate  that 
which  in  the  object  will  be  useful  or  injurious  to  us. 

"  It  will  be  sufficient  to  remark  that  the  perceptions  of  the  senses  are 
merely  to  be  referred  to  this  intimate  union  of  the  human  body  and 
mind,  and  that  they  usually  make  us  aware  of  what  in  external  objects 
may  be  useful  or  adverse  to  this  union,  but  do  not  present  to  us  these 
objects  as  they  are  in  themselves.  .  .  .  For  after  this  observation  we 
will  without  difficulty  lay  aside  the  prejudices  of  the  senses  and  will  have 
recourse  to  our  understanding  alone  on  this  question  by  reflecting 
carefully  on  the  ideas  implanted  in  it  by  Nature  "  {Frhi.  of  Phil.  II,  3  ; 
cf.  Med.  VI). 

Thus  none  of  the  secondary  qualities  are  realities.     There 

is  nothing  in  them  for  the  understanding  to  take  hold  of,  and 

J>he  real  is  that  alone  which  is  clearly  perceived  by  the  mind. 

I  The   only  essential  and  fundamental  property  which  persists 

I   throughout  all  modifications,  and  of  which  the  mind  can  have 

/    a  clear  and  distinct  knowledge,  is  extension,  or  the  dimensions 

j    of  length,  breadth,  and  depth. 

•         "  I  distinctly  imagine  that  quantity  which  philosophers  commonly  call 
continuous,  or  the  extension  in  length,  breadth,  and  depth  that  is  in  this 
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quantity,  or  rather  in  the  object  to  which  it  is  attributed.  Further,  I 
can  enumerate  in  it  many  divers  parts,  and  attribute  to  each  of  these 
all  sorts  of  sizes,  figures,  situations,  and  local  motions  ;  and  in  time  I  can 
assign  to  each  of  these  motions  all  degrees  of  duration.  And  I  not  only 
know  these  things  when  I  thus  consider  them  in  general  ;  but  besides,  by 
a  little  attention,  I  discover  innumerable  particulars  respecting  figures 
numbers,  motion,  and  the  like,  which  are  so  evidently  true,  and  s<^ 
accordant  with  my  nature,  that  when  I  discover  them,  I  do  not  so  much 
appear  to  learn  anything  new,  as  to  call  to  remembrance  what  I  before 
knew  "  {ôth  Meditation). 

Thus  among  all  the  qualities  attributed  by  the  vulgar  to 
matter,  only  one^ich  is  independent  of  sensation  and  clearly 
perceived  by  the  mmd,  is  essential  to  it  and  possesses  objective 
reahty,  and  this  quality  is  extension. 

«  The  nature  of  matter  or  body,  considered  in  general,  does  not  consist 
m  Its  being  hard,  or  ponderous,  or  coloured,  or  in  that  which  affects  our 
senses  m  any  other  way,  but  simply  in  its  being  a  substance  extended  in 
length,  breadth,  and  depth  "  {Princ.  of  Phil.  II,  4). 

Bodies,  whose  essence  is  extension,  are  not  different  from 
the  space  in  which  they  are  contained. 

"After  this  examination,  we  will  find  that  nothing  remains  in  the 
idea  of  body,  except  that  it  is  something  extended  in  length,  breadth, 
and  depth,  and  that  this  something  is  comprised  in  our  idea  of  space  not 
only  of  that  which  is  full  of  body,  but  even  of  what  is  called  'void 
space  "(/6z'£/.  11). 

Space  and  body  being  identical,  it  follows  that  there  is 
no  sucli  thing  as  a  vacuum. 

"With  regard  to  a  vacuum,  in  the  philosophical  sense  of  the  term,  that 
is,  space  in  which  there  is  no  substance,  it  is  evident  that  such  doe's  not 
exist,  seeing  the  extension  of  space  or  internal  place  is  not  different  from 
that  of  the  body  "  {Ihid.  II,  16). 

c::Nor  are  there  any  atoms,  that  is  to  say,  indivisible  particles 
of  matter.  Every  extended  thing,  however  small  we  can 
imagine  it,  may  be  divided  into  two  or  more  smaller  parts, 
ad  infinitum  {Ibid.  II,  20).  The  world,  or  the  extended  matter 
of  which  the  universe  is  made  up,  is  also  infinite  in  magni- 
tude, and  no  limit  can  be  assigned  to  it  in  space  (Ibid.  II.  21). 
Space  being  full,  motion  is  "  the  transporting  of  one  part  of 
matter  or  of  one  body  from  the  vicinity  of  those  bodies  that 
are  in  immediate  contact  with  it,  or  which  we  regard  as  at 
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rest,  to  the  vicinity  of  other  bodies"  {lUd.  II,  25).  When 
one  part  of  matter  is  moved,  another  immediately  takes  its 
place  ;  in  other  words,  every  motion  is  curvilinear  or  a  vortex. 
Thus  we  see  that  by  a  subjective  method  very  different 
from  that  of  Democritus,  Descartes,  nevertheless,  in  the 
same  way  reduces  the  manifold  properties  of  matter  to  unity, 
that  is,  to  extension.  In  Descartes'  theory,  as  in  that  of 
Democritus,  we  have  a  reduction  of  quality  to  quantity  ;  but 
in  one  it  is  a  discrete  quantity,  i.e.  number  (the  atoms  were 
unities),  and  in  the  other  a  continuous  quantity,  namely, 
extension.  In  the  place  of  the  arithmetical  mechanism  of 
Democritus,  Descartes  proposes  a  geometrical  mechanism. 

Spinoza  :  Extension  an  Attribute  of  God  ;  Bodies  are  Modes 
of  this  Attribute, 

Spinoza,  like  Descartes,  reduces  all  the  properties  of  matter 
to  extension  ;  but,  for  him,  extension  is  not  a  substance,  but  an 
attribute  of  the  single  substance,  God,  and  the  only  one  of  all 
the  infinite  attributes  of  God,  besides  thought,  that  is  accessible 
to  human  intelligence.  "  Extension  is  an  attribute  of  God  ;  in 
other  words,  God  is  an  extended  thing"  {EtK  II,  2).  The 
divine  extension  is  infinite  ;  only  the  different  bodies  which 
are  its  modes  are  finite  ;  God,  though  an  extended  thing  {res 
extensa)  is  indivisible. 

«Substance  absolutely  infinite  is  indivisible  {The  Ethics,  Part  I,  Prop. 
XIII).  Proof  :  If  it  could  be  divided,  the  parts  into  which  it  was  divided 
would  either  retain  the  nature  of  absolutely  infinite  substance,  or  they 
would  not.  If  the  former  we  should  have  several  substances  of  the  same 
nature,  which  (by  Prop.  V)  is  absurd.  If  the  latter,  then  (by  Prop.  VII) 
substance  absolutely  infinite  would  cease  to  exist,  which  (by  Prop.  XI) 
is  also  absurd." 

God  is  thus  at  once  extended  and  indivisible.  This  proposi- 
tion may  appear  contradictory  to  those  who,  being  incapable  of 
rising  above  the  prejudices  of  imagination,  represent  the  divine 
extension  to  themselves  after  the  model  of  such  and  such  a 
particular  body.     But  God,  though  extended,  is  incorporeal. 

"  Some  assert  that  God,  like  a  man,  consists  of  body  and  mind,  and  is 
susceptible  of  passions  ....  all  who  have  in  any  way  reflected  on  the 
divine  nature,  deny  that  God  has  a  body.  Of  this  they  find  excellent 
proof  in  the  fact  that  we  understand  by  a  body  a  definite  quantity,  so 


long,  so  broad,  so  deep,  bounded  by  a  certain  shape  ;  and  it  is  the  height 
of  absurdity  to  predicate  such  a  thing  of  God,  a  being  absolutely  infinite" 
{Eth,,  Part  I,  Prop.  XV  note). 

Because  God  cannot  be  conceived  as  a  body,  many  think 
that  extension  cannot  belong  to  God,  that  it  is  separated  from 
the  divine  substance,  and  created  by  God  Himself  ;  but  they 
forget  that  extension,  as  it  is  in  God,  is  not  that  divisible 
and  even  actually  divided  extension  which  is  presented  to  us 
by  our  imagination.  The  manifold  parts,  or  the  different  bodies 
of  which  this  extension  is  composed,  have  only  a  phenomenal 
existence,  and  are  merely  the  finite  modes  of  the  infinite  and 
divine  extension  ;  but  the  latter  in  itself  has  no  parts. 

"  It  is  mere  foolishness,  or  even  insanity,  to  say  that  extended  substance 
is  made  up  of  parts  or  bodies  really  distinct  from  one  another.  It  is  as 
though  we  should  attempt,  by  the  aggregation  and  addition  of  many 
circles,  to  make  up  a  square,  or  a  triangle,  or  something  of  totally  different 
essence.  Wherefore  the  whole  heap  of  arguments  by  which  philosophers 
commonly  endeavour  to  show  that  extended  substance  is  finite  falls  to  the 
ground  by  its  own  weight.  For  all  such  persons  suppose  that  corporeal 
substance  is  made  up  of  parts.  In  the  same  way,  others,  who  have  per- 
suaded themselves  that  a  line  is  made  up  of  points,  have  been  able  to 
discover  many  arguments  to  show  that  a  line  is  not  infinitely  divisible  " 
{Letter  to  Lewis  Meyer). 

Bodies  are  the  modes  by  which  the  divine  extension 
expresses  and  develops  itself.  "By  body  I  mean  a  mode 
which  expresses  in  a  certain  determinate  manner  the  essence 
of  God  in  so  far  as  He  is  considered  as  an  extended  thing" 
{Eth.  II,  Def.  1). 

All  bodies  have  something  in  common,  all  imply  the  con- 
cept of  one  and  the  same  attribute,  extension  {Eth,  II, 
Lemma  2).  It  is,  therefore,  not  in  the  substance,  but  in  the 
modes  that  the  basis  and  origin  of  the  difference  between 
bodies  is  to  be  sought.  Bodies  may  be  divided,  in  the  fii-st 
place,  into  two  principal  kinds, — into  simple  and  compound 
bodies.  Simple  bodies  are  distinguished  from  one  another 
only  by  motion  and  rest,  or  by  the  slowness  and  rapidity  of 
their  motion  {Ibid.  Lemma  3,  ax.  2).  Simple  bodies  are  not, 
however,  atoms.  Spinoza  does  not  assert,  any  more  than  did 
Descartes,  the  existence  of  atoms  and  of  the  void.  The  com- 
pound bodies  he  defines  in  the  following  way  : 
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"  When  any  given  bodies  of  the  same  or  different  magnitude  are  com- 
pelled by  other  bodies  to  remain  in  contact,  or  if  they  be  moved  at  the 
same  or  different  rates  of  speed,  so  that  their  mutual  movement  should 
preserve  among  themselves  a  certain  fixed  relation,  we  say  that  such 
bodies  are  in  union,  and  that  together  they  compose  one  body  or 
individual,  which  is  distinguished  from   other  bodies  by  this  fact  of 

ipn  "  {Ibid,  XIII,  Def.). 
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The  laws  obeyed  by  the  different  bodies  are  all  reducible  to 
mechanical  laws.  The  origin  of  the  motion  of  a  body  is  to  be 
found  in  a  previous  motion,  and  so  on  to  infinity.  "  A  body  in 
motion  or  at  rest  must  be  determined  to  motion  or  rest  by 
another  body,  which  other  body  has  been  determined  to  motion 
or  rest  by  a  third  body,  and  that  third  again  by  a  fourth,  and 
80  on  to  infinity"  {Ibid.  13,  Lemma  3).  To  put  forth  as  an 
explanation  of  the  motion  of  body  any  idea  of  design  is  to 
show  ignorance  of  the  true  cause  of  motion,  which  is  a 
mechanical  one  {Eth.  I,  Appendix). 

Such  are  the  laws  obeyed  by  that  part  of  nature  which  is 
the  material  universe,  and  such  are  its  constitutive  elements. 
Matter,  all  the  properties  of  which  can  be  reduced  to  extension, 
is,  with  thought,  one  of  the  modes  by  which  the  infinite 
substance  or  natura  naturans  reveals  itself.  Motion  in  space 
governed  by  inflexible  mechanical  laws  and  forming  an 
unbroken  chain;  thoughts  linked  together  by  necessary 
relations — these  are  the  two  parallel  series  of  facts  by  which 
the  single,  immovable,  infinite  substance  expresses  and 
diversifies  itself. 

Malehmiche  :  Intelligible  Extension  and  Particular  Bodies, 

Malebranche's  theory  of  matter  may  be  said  to  form  a 
connecting  link  between  the  theories  of  Descartes  and  Spinoza. 
While  on  the  one  hand  he  identifies  matter  with  extension,  on 
the  other  he  endeavours  also  to  establish  the  dependence  of 
extended  substance  on  the  Divine  Substance.  In  order  to 
prove  that  extension  is  the  essence  of  matter,  he  is  content 
to  repeat  the  arguments  used  by  Descartes  ;  figure,  divisibility, 
impenetrability,  and,  in  a  more  general  way,  extension— of 
which  the  others  are  only  modifications — are  the  qualities 
without  which  matter  cannot  be  conceived,  the  qualities  which 
constitute  its  essence  (Eech,  de  la  Vérité,  III,  2nd  Part,  VIII,  2). 


Extension,  which  constitutes  the  whole  reality  of  matter,  is 
not  the  object  of  mere  sensible  perception,  but  is  seen  by  the 
human  mind  in  the  Divine  Intelligence  of  which  it  is  an  idea. 
The  idea  of  extension  as  it  dwells  in  the  infinite  mind,  and  as 
seen  in  it  by  the  finite  mind,  "  intelligible  extension,"  is  thus, 
in  the  last  resort,  the  cause  and  veritable  substance  of  material 
phenomena,  the  ''  archetype  of  matter."  Our  perception  of 
the  divers  bodies  is  explained  by  the  determination,  in  this 
intelligible  and  general  extension,  of  certain  coloured  portions  ; 
or,  in  other  words,  by  the  projection  into  extension  of  colour, 
which  is  a  purely  subjective  modification  of  the  soul. 

"What  is  called  seeing  bodies  is  nothing  else  than  having  actually 
present  to  the  mind  the  idea  of  extension,  which  affects  or  modifies  the 
mind  by  different  colours  :  for  bodies  are  not  seen  directly,  or  immediately, 
as  they  are  in  themselves.  It  is  therefore  certain  that  bodies  are  seen 
only  in  the  intelligible  extension  which  is  made  particular  and  accessible 
to  our  senses  by  colour  ;  and  that  colours  are  merely  sensible  perceptions 
which  the  mind  has  of  extension  when  the  latter  acts  upon  and  modifies 
it"  {ÀTiswer  to  Regis.  Ch.  II). 

Intelligible  extension  is  not  an  abstraction.  As  infinite, 
eternal,  and  necessary,  it  can  only  be  an  idea  of  the  Infinite 
Mind. 

AVhat  is  the  relation  of  this  intelligible  and  divine  extension 
to  particular  bodies,  as  they  are  presented  to  us  by  our  sensible 
perception  ?  Do  the  different  bodies  already  exist  with  their 
individual  and  definite  forms  in  the  intelligible  extension  ?    No. 

"  We  must  not  imagine  the  relation  between  the  intelligible  and  the 
material  world  to  be  of  such  a  kind  that  there  exists,  for  instance,  an 
intelligible  sun,  or  horse,  or  tree,  which  is  destined  to  represent  to  us  the 
sun,  a  horse,  or  a  tree,  and  that  all  those  who  see  the  sun  necessarily  see 
this  supposed  intelligible  sun"  {Rech,  de  la  Ver.  10»i«  éclaircissement). 

Intelligible  extension  is,  in  fact,  merely  a  possibility  of 
bodies  having  for  its  foundation  the  infinite  perfections  of 
God  :  a  possibility  no  doubt,  but,  at  the  same  time,  a  veritable 
reality,  since  it  forms  part  of  the  Divine  Essence.  This 
intelligible  extension  becomes  sensible  and  is  particularized 
when  it  acts  on  the  soul  of  man  and  awakens  in  it  the 
consciousness  of  such  and  such  a  body. 

"Any  intelligible  extension  may  be  conceived  as  being  round  or  as 
having  the  intelligible  form  of  a  horse  or  a  tree  ;  therefore  any  intelligible 
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extension  may  serve  to  represent  the  sun,  a  horse,  or  a  tree,  and  may 
consequently  be  the  sun,  horse,  or  tree  of  the  intelligible  world,  and  even 
become  the  visible  and  sensible  snn,  horse,  or  tree  if  the  soul  has  on  the 
occoMon  of  these  bodies  some  feelings  to  join  to  these  ideas;  in  other  words^ 
if  these  ideas  cause  se^isible  perception  in  the  soul  "  (Ibid). 

Thus  the  world  of  bodies  is  intelligible  extension  divided 
up  into  a  multiplicity  of  particular  forms,  and  acting  on  the 
human  soul  in  such  a  way  as  to  awaken  in  it  impressions 
which  are  more  or  less  confused.  It  is  a  transition  from 
potentiality  to  actuality,  but  from  a  potentiality  which  is  in 
fact  a  true  reality,  since  it  forms  part  of  the  Divine  Essence. 

There  are,  thus,  two  stages  in  Malebranche's  theory  : 
in  the  first  he  abstracts  from  the  notion  of  matter  all  that  is 
given  to  us  by  our  purely  subjective  sensibility  (i.e.  the 
secondary  qualities),  retaining  in  his  definition  the  one 
essential  and  fundamental  property  of  extension.  In  the 
second  he  rises  above  this  entirely  subjective  point  of  view 
and  reaches  the  Absolute,  the  vision  of  things  in  God. 
Extension  then  appears  to  him  as  an  idea  in  the  Divine 
Mind,  as  an  intelligible  and  divine  extension  ;  he  thus  departs 
from  the  doctrine  of  Descartes  and  approaches  that  of  Spinoza. 

"Extension  is  a  reality,  and  in  the  Infinite  all  realities  are 
found.  God  has  therefore  extension  as  ivell  as  bodien,  since  He  possesses 
all  the  absolute  realities  or  every  perfection  ;  but  God  is  not  extended  in 
the  same  way  as  bodies  are^  for  He  has  not  the  limitations  and  imperfections 
of  His  creatures"  {^th  Entretien  Métaph.  7).  "The  infinite  and  divine 
extension  is  God  Himself  ;  not  the  whole  of  God,  but  God  seen  in  His 
relation  to  material  creatures,  in  so  far  as  He  thinks  these  creatures  and 
can  give  them  being  ;  in  other  words,  in  so  far  as  He  Himself  is  the  Being 
whence  they  borrow  their  reality  ;  in  fact,  in  so  far  as  He  is,  so  to  speak, 
their  being  "  (OUé-Laprune,  La  phil.  de  Malebranche^  I,  p.  203). 

On  Malebranche's  hypothesis  the  real  existence  of  bodies 
was  superfluous,  and  indeed  was  only  accepted  by  him  on  the 
faith  of  revelation  which  taught  him  that  God  has  set  forth 
intelli<^ible  extension  in  a  multitude  of  different  individual 
forms. 

Leibnitz  gives  Three  definitions  of  Matter,  more  and  more 
Metaphysical. 

Leibnitz  analyses  the  idea  of  extension  which  to  the 
Cartesians  appeared  to  be  so  clear  and  simple,  and  finds  that  it 
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involves  difficulties  which  had  escaped  their  notice.  Extension, 
whether  we  regard  it,  like  the  Cartesians,  as  continuous,  or,  like 
the  Atomists,  as  discontinuous  and  composed  of  units  separated 
by  a  vacuum,  can  in  no  way,  according  to  Leibnitz,  constitute 
the  substance  of  matter.  To  regard  extension  as  a  being  or 
substance  is  self-contradictory.  Extension  is  the  manifold,  a 
compound  the  constituent  elements  of  which  it  would  be  vain 
to  seek,  since  it  is  indefinitely  divisible  {Erdmann,  123).  The 
true  reality,  or  substance,  is  force,  the  monad.  What  then  is 
matter  ?  Leibnitz  distinguishes  a  materia  prima  or  abstract 
matter  which  is  purely  passive,  and  a  materia  secunda  or  con- 
crete matter  endowed  with  activity.  "This  distinction,  as 
the  depth  of  its  meaning  gradually  appears,  gives  rise 
to  a  theory  of  matter  which  is  presented  to  us  under 
three  forms,  each  of  which  is  more  metaphysical  than  the 
other  "  (see  M.  Boutroux's  admirable  Introduction  to  the 
Monadologie,  p.   53  sq.). 

By  considering  extension,  in  the  first  place,  from  the  physical, 
that  is,  from  Descartes'  own  point  of  view,  we  are  able  to  find 
a  definition  of  matter  which  is  more  profound  and  more 
complete  than  the  Cartesian. 

Regarded  from  this  point  of  view  the  materia  prima  or  bare  matter 
consists  of  dvTLTVTTLa  or  impenetrability  and  extension  {Erdm.  463)« 
avTiTi'Trttt  is  the  attribute  in  virtue  of  which  matter  is  in  space.  Ehid 
attributum  per  q\Lod  materia  est  in  spatio  {Ibid.).  It  is  a  passive  resistance, 
what  is  called  impenetrability,  inertia.  This  property  cannot  be  reduced 
to  extension  ;  on  the  contrary,  extension  is  reducible  to  resistance.  "  The 
primitive,  passive  power  does  not  consist  in  extension,  but  in  an  exigency 
of  extension.  Non  in  extensione  sed  in  exterisionis  exigentia  consistit  "  {Ibid. 
436),  in  the  tendency  to  extend.  Extension  is  a  continuation,  a  diffusion 
of  avrLTDTTLa  in  space.  It  is  the  realization  of  the  primitive  possibility  of 
being  extended.  Ita  dum  antitypia  continue  per  locum  diffunditur  seu 
extenditur,  nee  aliud  qiiidquam  ponitur,  oritur  materia  in  se,  seu  nicda  {Ibid. 
463).  When  to  this  naked  matter  is  added  a  principle  of  motion,  an 
elastic  force,  we  have  the  second  matter,  materia  secunda  seu  vestita. 
This  matter  is  not,  like  the  other,  merely  impenetrable  and  mobile,  but 
contains  a  principle  of  activity  {principium  axitiimm  continet),  a  super- 
added force,  vis  activa  mater iae  superaddita,  which  makes  it  capable  of 
reaction  {repercutit)  {Ibid.  466). 

So  far  we  have  considered  matter  in  its  external  aspect 
only,  let  us  now  see  what  matter  is  when  considered  from  an 
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internal  point  of  view,  that  is  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
monad.  The  monad  is  a  created  and  finite  spiritual  substance, 
existing  in  company  and  in  contact  with  other  monads,  which 
are  finite  and  created  like  itself.  It  is  consequently  not 
susceptible  of  full  development;  all  its  tendencies  do  not 
attain  actuality  ;  it  is  arrested,  so  to  speak,  in  its  expansion  by 
its  own  finite  character  on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the  other 
by  its  relation  with  the  other  finite  monads.  This  passivity  of 
the  monad,  this  impediment  to  its  development  is  what, 
according  to  Leibnitz,  constitutes  the  materia  prima.  To  this 
purely  passive  element  is  added  in  every  complete  substance 
an  active  principle  or  entekchy. 

^^  Materia  prima  propria  id  est  potentia  passiva  pnmitivay  ah  activa 
inseparahilis  ipsae  Entelechiae  {quarm  complet^  ut  monada^  sen  suhstantiam 
completam  constituât)  concreatur^^  {Erdm.  456).  Thin  purely  pa.ssive  force 
inherent  in  every  monad  is  the  principle  of  antitypia  and  of  ex- 
tension ;  in  other  words,  of  the  materia  prima  of  which  we  have  spoken 
above.  As  for  the  second  matter,  considered  thus  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the  monad  substance,  it  is  an  aggregate  of  monads  :  "  ex  plurihus 
monadihits  resultare  materiam  seciindam  (intelligimus)  cum  iririhus  derivatis 
a^tionibuSy  passionibusy  quae  nan  sîinty  nisi  e)itia  per  aggregationem  "  {Erdm. 
436). 

The  materia  securula  is  formed  out  of  an  infinite  number  of 
complete  substances,  each  of  them  having  its  entelechy  and 
materia  prima,  which  are  dominated  by  a  central  monad  ;  in  a 
word,  it  is  an  organic  body. 

The  materia  secimda^  as  for  instance  the  body,  is  not  a  substance,  but 
a  mass  consisting  of  several  substances  like  a  pond  full  of  fish  or  a  flock 
of  sheep  (Erdm.  736).  Each  portion  may  be  conceived  as  a  garden  full  of 
plants  or  as  a  pond  filled  with  fish,  but  each  sprig  of  the  plant,  each  limb 
of  the  animal,  every  drop  of  its  humours  is  in  its  turn  such  a  garden  or 
such  a  pond  {Moiiad.  67,  Erdm.  710). 

To  sum  up  :  the  materia  secunda,  or  organic  body,  is  the 
external  representation,  the  phenomenon,  and,  as  it  were,  the 
configuration  in  extension,  of  a  group  of  monads  or  simple 
substances,  presided  over  by  one  dominating  monad.  But 
does  this  representation  in  extension  result  immediately  from 
the  grouping  of  the  monads,  or  does  it  occur  by  means  of  a 
vinculum  substantiale,  an  intermediate  principle  by  which  the 
phenomena  are  realized  ?   {Lettre   au  P.  des  Bosses).      In   one 
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or  two  passages  Leibnitz  appears  to  regard  the  vincidum  suh- 
stantiale  as  a  reality  distinct  from  the  monads,  something  real 
and  substantial  which  is  the  common  subject  of  attributes  and 
of  modifications  :  vinculum  reale  sen  substantiale  aliquid,  quod 
sit  suhjectum  communium  seu  conjungentium  praedicatorum  et 
modificationum  (Erd.  741).  But  his  system  logically  excluded 
the  existence  of  a  special  entity  serving  to  unite  the  simple 
substances,  and  he  expressly  affirms  that  the  vinculum  sub- 
stantiale is  no  more  than  the  relation  of  the  monads,  resulting 
from  the  pre-established  harmony  between  their  activity  and 
their  passivity:  Vincula  ilia,  quod  habent  reale,  hahebunt  in 
modificatione  cujus-lihet  monadis,  et  harmonia  seu  consensu 
monxidum  inter  se  {Erd.  713). 

But  this  view  of  the  monad  as  a  substance  acted  on  by 
and  reacting  upon  other  monads  does  not  take  us  beyond  the 
surface  of  things.  The  monad  is  no  doubt  a  substance,  but  it 
is  also  and  above  all  a  centre  of  perception,  an  activity  which 
develops  itself  spontaneously.  Therefore  the  passive  principle 
which  dwells  in  every  created  substance,  or,  in  other  words,  the 
materia  prima  is  not,  as  at  first  appeared,  an  external  obstacle, 
but  an  entirely  internal  impediment  to  the  representation  in 
the  monad  of  other  monads.  Substantia  agit  quantum  potest, 
nisi  impediatur  ;  impeditur  autem,  etiam  substantia  simplex,  sed 
naturalitur  non  nisi  intus  a  se  ipsa  (Erd.  740). 

Each  monad  ought  to  represent  the  whole  of  the  universe, 
whereas  it  can  only  represent  it  from  its  own  point  of  view, 
which  is  not  a  central  or  absolute  point  of  view.  Each  monad, 
therefore,  has  in  its  finite  nature  a  principle  of  confused  per- 
ceptions. The  materia  prima  is,  in  the  last  resort,  this 
necessary  imperfection,  this  internal  limit  of  the  monad.  As 
for  the  materia  secunda,  or  the  organism  regarded  from  this 
point  of  view,  it  is  "the  grouping  and  arrangement  of  the 
confused  perceptions  terminating  in  a  distinct  perception. 
There  is  no  distinct  perception  that  does  not  contain  in  itself 
an  infinity  of  inferior  perceptions,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  The 
organism  ultimately  appears  as  the  working  of  the  mind 
organizing  its  perceptions  "  (E.  Boutroux,  Op.  cit.). 

Such  are  the  three  stages  in  Leibnitz's  theory  of  matter. 
In  the  first,  Leibnitz  defines  matter  by  extension  after  the 
manner  of  Descartes,  but  he  already  goes  beyond  the  Cartesian 
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definition,  by  pointing  out  the  passive  principle  of  resistance 
antitypia,  which  is  the  exigency  of  extension  and  anterior  to 
extension.  In  the  second  degree,  matter,  considered  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  monad  as  substance,  appears  to  him  as  a 
limitation  of  the  finite  substances  by  one  another.  Lastly,  no 
longer  considering  the  monad  as  only  a  substance  in  communi- 
cation with  other  substances,  but  as  a  centre  of  perception,  an 
entirely  spontaneous  activity,  he  makes  matter  the  internal  im- 
pediment to  the  representation  in  each  monad  of  other  monads. 

Berkeley  and  Hume  deny  the  existence  of  Matter, 
Leibnitz,  although  he  reduced  extension  to  an  appearance, 
a  rational  entity,  had  still  allowed  a  certain  amount  of  objec- 
tive reality  to  matter  ;  the  appearance  was  well  founded,  heyie 
fundata.  Berkeley  goes  further  and  denies  that  matter  has 
any  reality  at  all  outside  the  mind.  The  primary  as  well  as 
the  secondary  qualities  are  only  modifications  of  the  sensitive 
subject,  and  have  no  existence  apart  from  it.  When  matter 
has  thus  been  stripped  of  all  its  primary  and  secondary 
qualities,  what  remains  ?  Nothing  at  all.  What  is  the  use  of 
assuming  the  existence  of  an  invisible,  unknowable  substratum 
of  which  we  can  have  no  positive  idea,  which  we  cannot  call 
the  cause  of  our  impressions  because  we  assume  it  to  be 
inactive  and  passive.  Shall  we  say,  then,  that  it  underlies  its 
attributes  ?  But  in  that  case  it  must  be  defined  as  extended, 
and  to  do  so  would  be  to  enter  upon  an  infinite  regression. 

"Consequently  every  corporeal  substance,  being  the  substratum  of 
extension,  must  have  in  itself  another  extension  by  which  it  is  qualified 
to  be  a  substratum,  and  so  on  to  infinity  "  {Ist  Dialogite  between  Hylas  aiid 
Fhilonousj  p.  289).  We  must  therefore  abandon  the  notion  of  the 
external  existence  of  a  material  substance,  that  is  to  say,  of  its  existence 
distinct  from  the  quality  of  being  perceived. 

Hume  agrees  with  Berkeley  in  his  negative  conclusions: 
"  'Tis  evident  that  .  .  .  colours,  sound,  heat  and  cold,  as  far  as 
appears  to  the  senses,  exist  after  the  same  manner  with 
motion  and  solidity.  .  .  .  Tis  also  evident  that  colours, 
sound,  etc.,  are  originally  on  the  same  footing  with  the  pain 
that  arises  from  steel,  and  the  pleasure  that  proceeds  from 
a  fire  "  {Treatise  of  Human  Nature  I,  iv.  2). 

The  very  idea  of  an  external  world  is  an   illusion,  for  in 
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reality  we  never-  get  beyond  ourselves,  beyond  our  subjective 
perceptions.  There  is,  therefore,  no  material  substances  distinct 
from  the  mind,  but  only  a  very  strongly-rooted  belief  in  the 
reality  of  matter,  in  a  "continued  and  distinct  existence." 
Every  morning  we  think  we  see  the  same  sun  that  we  saw 
the  day  before,  but  "  'tis  a  gross  illusion  to  suppose  that 
our  resembling  perceptions  are  numerically  the  same  ;  and 
'tis  this  illusion,  which  leads  us  into  the  opinion  that  these 
perceptions  are  uninterrupted,  and  are  still  existent  even  when 
they  are  not  present  to  the  senses  "  {Ibid.). 

French  Materialism  in  the  ISth  Century. 

The  materialistic  movement  which  arose  in  France  in  the 
18th  century  may  be  traced  to  various  causes.  Materialism, 
which  in  England,  from  Hobbes  and  Newton  to  Hartley  and 
Priestley,  was  coexisted  with  religious  faith  and  deism,  was 
used  in  France  as  an  instrument  against  the  Catholic  beliefs 
(see  Lange's  Hist,  of  Materixilism). 

The  French  Materialists  combined  Bayle's  religious  scep- 
ticism with  a  mechanical  conception  of  the  world.  La  Mettrie's 
Natural  History  of  the  Soul  (1745)  contained  the  germ  of 
theories  which  he  himself  was  to  develop  later  in  his  Homme- 
machine,  and  which  were  destined  to  make  so  much  noise  in 
the  world.  In  order  to  know  the  properties  of  the  soul  which 
is  unknown  to  us  in  its  essence,  we  must  study  the  properties 
of  the  body  of  whose  essential  nature  we  are  also  ignorant. 
Real  and  concrete  matter  is  never  without  motion  :  motion  is 
one  of  its  essential  properties,  and  even  when  it  is  not  perceived 
it  exists  as  a  possibility.  Matter  possesses  also  the  faculty  of 
feeling  ;  the  hypothesis  of  a  soul  distinct  from  matter,  having 
its  seat'  either  in  a  particular  point  or  in  some  particular  part 
of  the  body,  is  inadmissible.  La  Mettrie  was  more  clear 
and  more  categorical  in  his  famous  work  V Homme-machine 
(1748).  "  Leibnitz,"  he  said,  "  spiritualized  matter  instead  of 
materializing  the  soul."  Descartes  too  was  wrong  hi  his  dis- 
tinction of  two  substances.  The  errors  of  the  metaphysicians 
arose  out  of  their  a  priori  methods;  for  the  complicated 
machine,  which  is  man,  can  only  be  known  a  posteriori  through 
the  senses  and  by  experience.  La  Mettrie  investigates  the 
effect  of  environment,  of  food  and  education  on  the  temperament, 
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and  the  effect  of  temperament  on  moral  conduct.  Man  is  a 
material  machine,  the  soul  is  merely  the  principle  of  motion,  a 
spring  in  the  machine.  "  Thought  is  so  far  from  being  incom- 
patible with  matter  that  it  would  seem  to  be  a  property  of 
matter,  like  electricity,  mobility,  impenetrability,  and  extension. 
In  a  word,  man  is  a  machine,  and  in  the  whole  of  the  universe 
there  is  only  the  one  substance,  which  is  modified  in  divers 
ways." 

The  most  important  monument  of  the  French  Materialism 
of  the  18th  century  is  Baron  d'Holbach's  Système  de  la 
Nature.  In  the  first  part  of  this  work  he  sets  forth  the 
general  principles  of  his  system  ;  his  ideas  concerning  nature, 
matter,  motion  and  its  laws.  Then  follow  the  study  of  man, 
an  inquiry  into  the  supposed  differences  between  man  as  a 
physical  being  and  man  as  a  moral  being,  and  lastly,  an 
investigation  of  his  origin. 

The  second  part  is  devoted  to  the  discussion  and  refutation 
of  the  principal  arguments  for  the  existence  of  God.  Nature 
is  an  immense  material  and  physical  whole  which  contains  all 
beings,  and  among  them  man,  a  purely  physical  and  material 
being.  Of  what  is  this  nature,  this  sole  existing  reality,  com- 
posed ?  Of  matter  and  motion.  "  The  universe,  that  vast 
assemblage  of  all  that  exists,  presents  everywhere  nothing  but 
matter  and  motion.  Seen  as  a  whole  it  is  an  immense  and 
unbroken  chain  of  causes  and  effects  "  (p.  8). 

Motion  is  a  universal  and  constant  fact  in  nature  :  absolute 
rest  does  not  exist.  But  there  are  two  kinds  of  motion  :  the 
motion  that  is  communicated,  or  impressed  on  a  body  from  out- 
side and  perceptible  to  us  ;  and  the  internal  and  hidden  move- 
ments which  take  place  inside  the  body  between  its  different 
molecules  and  which  cannot  be  immediately  apprehended  by 
our  senses.  To  this  last  category  belong,  for  example,  the 
motion  which  is  brought  about  by  the  fermentation  in  the 
molecules  of  flour,  the  growth  of  a  plant  or  an  animal,  and 
lastly,  what  are  called  the  intellectual  faculties  of  man,  his 
thoughts,  passions,  volitions.  In  his  theory  of  matter, 
d'Holbach  was  not  strictly  speaking  an  atomist.  He  admits, 
indeed,  the  existence  of  elementary  molecules,  but  he  maintains 
that  the  essence  of  these  elements  is  unknown.  We  only 
know  some   of    their    properties,   which   we   discern   through 
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the  effects  of  changes  produced  in  our  sensations  (p.  25). 
All  the  modifications  of  matter  are  due  to  motion  (p.  26). 
In  what  is  called  the  three  kingdoms  of  nature  there  is  a 
perpetual  exchange  and  circulation  of  the  molecules  of  matter. 

"  From  the  stone  which  is  formed  in  the  bowels  of  the  earth  by  the 
close  combination  of  analogous  and  similar  molecules  which  have 
come  together,  to  the  sun,  that  vast  reservoir  of  inflamed  particles  which 
illumines  the  firmament;  from  the  torpid  oyster,  to  man  active  and 
thinking,  we  see  an  unbroken  progression,  a  perpetual  chain  of  com- 
binations and  motions,  resulting  in  beings  different  only  in  the  variety 
of  their  elementary  substances,  and  in  the  proportions  of  these  same 
elements  out  of  which  arise  their  infinitely  various  modes  of  existence 
and  of  action"  (p.  31). 

Kant:  Definition  of  Matter  ;  An  Expansive  and  Repellent 
Force. 

While  Hume,  denying  the  existence  of  anything  outside  of 
mind,  found  in  the  mind,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  association  of 
impressions  brought  about  by  habit  and  imagination,  the 
origin  of  our  belief  in  the  reality  of  matter,  Kant  also 
seeks  the  principle  of  the  formation  of  a  world  of  objective 
phenomena  in  the  mind,  not,  however,  in  its  empirical  habits 
and  contingent  impressions,  but  in  its  necessary  and  a  priori 
laws.  Not  that  Kant,  like  Hume,  rejects  the  hypothesis  of 
a  world  external  to  the  mind;  he  only  declares  it  to  be 
inaccessible.  In  the  construction  of  the  external  world,  the 
mind  supplies  the  form  only,  the  material  element  comes  to 
it  from  elsewhere,  from  the  things-in-themselves. 

His  theory  of  matter  falls  into  three  parts  or  stages  :  What 
is  matter  in  itself,  considered  as  a  reality  external  to  the 
mind  ?  This  is  the  metaphysical  problem,  and  it  is  insoluble. 
How  does  the  mind,  with  its  forms,  and  its  categories,  arrive 
at  the  construction  of  an  objective  world  set  over  against 
itself  ?  This  is  the  point  of  view  of  Criticism.  The  Trans- 
cendental Aesthetic  and  part  of  the  Transcendental  Logic  are 
devoted  to  the  solution  of  this  second  question.  Thirdly,  having 
assumed  the  existence  of  an  external  objective  world  formed 
by  the  combined  action  of  the  a  priori  laws  of  the  mind 
which  furnishes  the  formal  element,  and  of  that  external 
reality  which  supplies  the  material  element,  what  are  we 
to  understand  by  matter  ?     To  this  purely  scientific  question 
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Kant  replies  in  a  work  entitled  :  Metaphysische  Anfangsgrilnde 
dcr  NaturvAssenschaft  (Ed.  Schubert  &  Rosenkranz,  Vol.  V). 
In  a  general  way  matter  is  a  something  which  affects  our 
senses,  and  as  our  senses  can  only  be  affected  by  motion,  the 
first  determination  of  matter  is  motion.  Matter  is,  then,  in 
the  first  place,  that  which  is  moveable  in  space,  das  Beweglixihe 
im  Baume  (Ibid.  p.  320). 

Having  thus  defined  matter,  Kant  considers  the  laws  of 
the  communication  of  motion  :  this  is  the  object  of  the 
Phoronomics,  thence  he  proceeds  to  what  he  calls  Dynamics,  and 
it  is  "here  that  he  completes  his  definition  of  matter.  Con- 
sidered no  longer  as  a  mere  quantity,  but  as  a  quality,  matter 
is  the  moveable  which  fills  a  space.  To  fill  a  space  is  to 
resist  everything  that  could  penetrate  into  that  space,  to 
oppose  all  motion  coming  from  without  by  a  contrary  motion. 
As  all  resistance  presupposes  force  of  resistance,  and  all 
motion  a  motor  force,  matter  can  only  fill  space  through  a 
motor  force  (durch  cine  besondere  bewegende  Kraft,  p.  343), 
w^hich  must  consist  in  a  sort  of  original  elasticity  and  in 
a  force  of  attraction  and  repulsion  (Zurilckstossungskraft, 
Anziehungskraft). 

In  virtue  of  this  primordial  force,  matter  is  susceptible  of 
indefinite  compression  and  cannot  be  penetrated  by  another 
matter.  By  its  repulsive  force  matter  expands  in  space  until 
it  finds  an  obstacle  in  the  resistance  of  another  body.  There 
is,  therefore,  no  such  thing  as  a  vacuum,  and  matter  is  infinitely 
divisible.  The  repulsive  force  by  itself  would  cause  universal 
dissolution,  and  the  attractive  force  by  itself  would  reduce  all 
the  parts  of  matter  to  a  mathematical  point.  The  repulsive 
force  only  acts  in  contact,  and  the  attractive  force  only  at  a 
distance. 

Kant's  philosophy  of  Nature  is  thus  a  dynamism  :  his  chief 
objection  to  the  atomistic  and  mechanical  theory  is  the  hypo- 
thesis of  a  void.  In  his  Mechanics  (the  third  part  of  the  work 
mentioned  above)  Kant  establishes  the  laws  of  motion,  which 
correspond  to  the  laws  of  thought  laid  down  in  the  Critique 
of  Pure  Reason,  or  rather  which  are  the  same  laws  applied  to 
matter. 

Firstly  :  the  Laws  of  conservation  of  matter  and  of  motion — "  In  all  the 
changes  of  natural  bodies  the  total  quantity  of  matter  remains  the  same. 


is  neither  increased  nor  diminished."  Secondly  :  Law  of  inertia—  "  Every 
change  in  matter  has  an  external  cause."  Thirdly:  Law  of  the  equality  of 
action  and  reaction— "  Whenever  motion  is  communicated,  action  and 
reaction  are  equal."  Fourthly:  Law  of  continuity— "In  no  body  can  the 
state  of  rest  or  motion— nor  in  this  latter  state,  the  degree  of  rapidity 
or  direction— be  instantaneously  modified  by  impact  :  this  can  only  take 
place  in  a  determined  time,  and  through  a  continuous  and  infinite  series  of 
intermediate  terms." 

We  must  remember,  however,  that  these  laws  are  not  the 
laws  of  an  absolute  reality,  of  a  material  substance  existing 
outside  the  mind,  but  necessary  and  constant  relations  between 
phenomena  in  space  and  time  which  are  the  a  priori  forms  of 
human  sensibility.  The  mind,  by  means  of  its  forms  and  its 
categories,  and  by  means  of  a  material  element  furnished  by  an 
unknowable  reality,  constructs  a  world  of  phenomena,  an 
objective  world,  governed  by  the  laws  enumerated  above. 

Fichte,  Schelling,  Hegel  :    What  is  Matter  for  the  Idealists  ? 

Kant's  successors,  Fichte,  Schelling,  and  Hegel  suppress 
that  unknowable  reality  external  to  the  mind,  which  Kant  had 
allowed  to  subsist.  The  Kantian  dualism  is  thus  resolved  into 
an  Idealistic  Pantheism,  in  which  the  mind  not  only  constructs 
the  external  world  by  imposing  on  it  its  form,  as  Kant  had 
said,  but  creates  and  evolves  it  entirely  out  of  its  own  activity. 

Fichte  rejects  the  existence  of  the  noumenon,  that  thing-in- 
itself,  whose  relation  to  the  mind  it  is  impossible  to  explain. 
The  things-in-themselves  being  abolished,  there  now  remains 
as  the  principle  of  phenomena  only  the  Ego.  The  mind  fur- 
nishes not  only  the  form,  but  the  matter  of  knowledge.  The 
Bgo  alone  is,  and  it  is  all  ;  but  it  can  posit  itself  in  conscious- 
ness only  in  opposition  to  the  Non-ego.  The  world  is  reduced 
to  the  different  decrees  of  the  Bgo,  to  the  shocks  which  the  Ego 
suffers,  or  rather  gives  itself  in  the  development  of  its  essence. 
The  Ego  presents  itself  as  determined  by  the  Non-ego,  it  must 
therefore  attribute  to  itself  only  a  partial  reality,  refer  to  the 
Non-ego  all  the  reality  which  it  does  not  attribute  to  itself,  and 
admit  a  reciprocal  action  of  the  Ego  and  the  Non-ego.  It  is 
because  the  Ego  is  determined,  and  appears  to  be  passive,  that 
we  attribute  reality  and  activity  to  the  Non-ego.  The  Non-ego 
appears  as  the  cause  of  this  passivity  in  the  Ego,  and  it  is  in 
this  way  that  the  category  of  causality  is  formed. 
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But  how  can  a  passive  modification  of  the  Ego  be  derived 
from  the  causality  of  the  Non-ego,  when  the  Ego  is  the  principle 
of  all  activity,  when  the  activity  of  the  Non-ego  and  the 
passivity  of  the  Ego  are  implied  in  the  Egos  own  activity?  In 
order  to  solve  this  difficulty,  Fichte  assumes  the  existence  in  the 
Ego  of  an  independent  activity  (unabhdngige  Thdtigkeit),  whose 
essence  consists  precisely  in  this  limitation  by  the  object  of  the 
infinite  activity  of  the  Ego.  This  activity  is  the  productive 
imagination  {die  produktive  Einbildungskraft),  which  by  an  un- 
conscious action  creates  the  object,  or  rather  a  representation  of 
the  object,  and  owing  to  the  very  fact  that  its  action  is 
unconscious,  makes  the  object  appear  as  a  thing  external 
to,  and  independent  of  us. 

Schelling  begins  by  developing  Fichte's  theory  (Ideen  zu 
einer  Philosophie  der  Natur,  1797).  He  defines  matter  by 
starting  from  the  nature  of  intuition,  but  soon  abandons  this 
Subjective  Idealism,  and  for  the  Ego  substitutes  the  Absolute, 
which  is  neither  subject  nor  object,  but  comprises  and  precedes 
both  terms.  Philosophy  must  turn  alternately  from  thought 
to  Nature  and  from  Nature  to  thought,  in  order  to  reproduce 
the  life  of  the  Absolute,  which  is  the  identity  of  subject  and 
object,  of  Being  and  thought.  Considered  as  objective,  the 
Absolute  is  Nature,  whose  original  identity  with  what  is  given 
to  us  as  intelligence  and  consciousness  is  to  Ije  made  every 
day  more  clear  by  speculative  physics.  The  first  manifestation 
of  the  Absolute  in  its  objective  form  is  matter.  Here  Schelling 
reproduces  Kant's  conception;  matter  comprises  a  positive 
force  which  resists  all  limitation  by  an  infinite  effort,  namely, 
repulsive  force  ;  and  a  negative  force  which  is  opposed  to  the 
former,  namely,  attractive  force,  llepulsive  force,  which  tends 
to  infinity,  when  it  is  limited  by  the  attractive  gives  us  space 
filled  and  defined,  or  matter.  The  repulsive  and  attractive  forces 
are  reduced  to  weight,  which,  as  the  supreme  principle  of  the 
reality  of  the  forces  involved  in  matter,  is  itself  the  Absolute. 
Thus  Schelling's  philosophy  of  Nature,  like  that  of  Kant,  is  a 
dynamism,  but  a  dynamism  endowed  with  intelligence  and 
reason  to  a  fantastical  degree. 

'he  Absolute  for  Hegel  is  the  Idea,  and  the  universe  is 
merely  the  dialectical  evolution  of  the  Idea.  Take  away  from 
an  object  its  rational  element  and  nothing  remains;  therefore 
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this  rational  element  is  what  constitutes  true  reality.  Nature  ia 
the  Idea  becoming  external,  other  than  itself  (die  Idee  in  der  Form 
des  Amlersseins).  The  Idea,  in  so  far  as  it  is  sundered,  negates 
itself,  sets  itself  in  opposition  to  itself,  and  becomes  other  or 
an  external  object.  For  the  very  reason  that  it  finds  in 
nature  only  an  imperfect  and  inadequate  expression,  the  Idea 
tends  to  recover  itself,  to  return  to  itself.  Thus  it  is  that 
nature,  with  all  her  potentialities,  throughout  all  her  trans- 
formations tends  towards  Spirit,  a  higher  form  of  the  Idea,  in 
which  it  becomes  conscious  of  itself.  Nature  is  then  a  system 
of  moments  which  proceed  necessarily  one  from  the  other,  and 
each  of  which  is  the  truth  of  the  one  from  which  it  results. 
The  starting-point  of  this  evolution  is  the  sundered  existence 
which  has  the  principle  of  its  form  and  its  unity  outside  itself  ; 
in  other  words,  it  is  the  material  and  mechanical  world. 

To  deduce  matter  a  priori,  to  make  it  depend  on  the  logical 
movement  of  the  Idea,  was  no  easy  task,  and,  indeed,  Hegel'» 
abstractions  become  at  this  point  somewhat  unintelligible- 
Space  is  ideal  contiguity  ;  it  is  pure  and  abstract  exter- 
nality.  Time  is  ideal  succession,  pure  becoming.  Time  and 
Space  are  the  most  abstract  categories  of  nature  ;  with  them 
Hegel  constructs  according  to  the  process  of  his  dialectic,  place,, 
motion,  and  finally  matter,  which  is  their  immediate  unity ► 
Matter  comprises  a  repulsive  and  an  attractive  force  ;  the 
identity  of  repulsion  and  attraction  constitutes  weight,  in 
which  the  notion  of  material  substance  is  completed  and 
realized. 

Materialism  in  Germany  :  Feuerhach,  Buchner,  and  Moleschott^ 

The  great  Idealistic  systems  of  Fichte,  Schelling,  and  Hegel 
were  followed  in  Germany  by  a  materialistic  reaction,  the 
causes  of  which  are  to  be  found  chiefly  in  the  progress  of 
the  natural  sciences  and  of  commerce.  A  small  portion  of 
the  Hegelian  school  itself  inclined,  if  not  towards  Materialism, 
at  least  towards  a  Sensationalism  which  would  inevitably  lead 
to  it.  The  principal  representative  of  this  tendency  is  Ludwig 
Feuerbach.  "  Truth,  reality,  the  world  of  sense  are  identical 
The  sensible  thing  alone  is  true,  real  ;  the  world  of  sense  alone 
is  truth,  reality.  Body  forms  part  of  my  being,  nay  more,, 
my  whole  body  is  my  self,  my  very  being  "  (Grundsatze  der 
II.  M 
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Philosophie  der  Zukunft,  1849).  Feuerbach,  however,  deduces 
from  these  principles  a  sensationalism  which  was  idealistic 
rather  than  materialistic. 

Two  philosophers  in  particular  have  contributed  to  this 
revival  qf  Materialism — Moleschott  and  Buchner.  Moleschott, 
in  his  Kreislauf  des  Lehens  (1852),  sets  out,  like  Feuerbach, 
from  sensationalism,  whence  he  deduces  a  materialistic  theory. 
Matter  is  inseparably  united  to  force.  Both  are  eternal,  and 
there  is  a  perpetual  exchange  or  circulation  of  force  and 
matter.  He  waxes  poetic  when  he  consi'rs  the  metamor- 
phoses of  this  indestructible  and  ever-moving  substance  : 

The  exchange  of  the  forms  of  matter  is  an  everlasting  force,  "  an  ever- 
flowing  fountain  of  youth.  .  .  .  What  is  there  ignoble  in  a  theory  which 
makes  us  regard  every  repast  as  a  sacrament  (^6<?/io?maA0,  in  which  we  con- 
vert unthinking  matter  into  thinking  beings,  in  which  we  truly  partake 
of  the  flesh  and  blood  of  the  Spirit,  and  thus  through  our  children's 
children  diff'use  spirit  into  every  part  of  the  world  and  throughout 
every  age?"  {Kreislauf  des  Lehens^  pp.  437,  439). 

Biichner  {Force  and  Matter,  1855)  also  makes  empiricism  his 
starting  point.  Experience  alone  can  lead  us  to  truth;  ex- 
perience excludes  all  supersensible  knowledge,  and  through  it 
we  apprehend  relations  only,  things  existing  only  in  their 
relation  to  one  another.  Force  and  matter  are  inseparable; 
both  are  eternal.  Thought,  however,  is  inclined  to  separate 
them,  and  even  to  regard  them  as  opposed  to  each  other. 

We  are  unable  to  define  mind  and  force  otherwise  than  as  immaterial, 
as  excluding  matter,  or  as  antithetical  to  it.  "  The  words,  mind,  spirit, 
thought,  sensibility,  volition,  life,  designate  no  entities  and  nothing  real, 
but  only  properties,  capacities,  actions  of  the  living  substance,  or  results 
of  entities  which  are  based  upon  the  material  form  of  existence.  He 
compares  this  result  to  that  of  a  steam-engine,  the  force  of  which  is  in- 
visible, inodorous,  and  intangible,  while  the  steam  it  emits  is  a  secondary 
thing,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  '  be-all  and  end-all  of  the  machine.'  " 
(Lange's  HisU  of  Materialism  II,  115). 

As  we  see,  Buchner 's  theory  provides  no  distinct  definition 
of  either  matter  or  force.  The  ancient  materialists  were  more 
consistent  and  more  intelligible  when  they  reduced  all  force  to 
motion,  to  the  pressure  and  impact  of  matter. 

As  was  to  be  expected  in  the  country  that  had  given  birth 
to  Kant,  many  German  thinkers  protested  against  Materialism 
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on  the  ground  of  the  nature  and  limits  of  our  knowledge. 
Dubois-Keymond  {Limits  of  our  Knowledge  of  Nature)  maintains 
that  the  materialistic  theory  which  is  so  convenient  for  the 
explanation  of  phenomena  is  far  from  being  an  ultimate 
explanation  of  things.  In  reality,  what  we  possess  as  regards 
nature  is  not  knowledge  but  a  show  of  explanation  or  a  sub- 
stitute for  knowledge.  Materialism  has  to  confront  two 
insoluble  difficulties.  (1)  We  are  unable  to  understand  the 
atoms  ;  we  cannot  represent  to  ourselves  a  thing  entirely  with- 
out sensible  qualities,  while  at  the  same  time  all  our  know- 
ledge tends  to  convert  these  qualities  into  mathematical 
relations.  (2)  We  cannot  explain  any  single  one  of  the 
phenomena  of  consciousness  by  means  of  atoms  and  motion. 

Lange  {History  of  Materialism),  adopting  the  point  of  view 
of  Critical  Idealism,  admits  that  Materialism  is  an  excellent 
formula  for  the  study  of  nature,  and  in  fact  the  only  true 
and  scientific  form  an  explanation  of  natural  phenomena  can 
take  ;  but  to  imagine  that  it  is  an  ultimate  and  definitive 
solution  of  the  metaphysical  problem  is  a  naive  illusion,  arising 
out  of  that  other  illusion  which  consists  in  taking  the 
phenomenal  world  of  space  and  time  as  the  type  of  true 
reality.  The  study  of  the  objective  world  as  governed  by  the 
laws  of  determinism  is  not  the  sole  function  of  thought:  it 
has  another  and  higher  task  to  perform.  Owing  to  its  power 
of  poetic  creation,  the  mind  is  able  to  conceive  the  existence, 
alongside  of  the  objective  world,  of  an  ideal  world,  more 
beautiful,  more  harmonious,  better  adapted  than  the  other  to 
its  true  needs,  to  its  secret  tendencies — a  world  in  which  it 
enjoys  full  independence  and  a  complete  autonomy. 


CHAPTER  III 
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Those  philosophers  who  deny  the  existence  of  matter  yet  find 
themselves  obliged  to  give  some  explanation  of  the  phenomenon 
which  awakens  the  idea  of  matter  in  the  human  mind  ;  even  the 
most  uncompromising  Idealists  have  had  to  assume  a  principle  of 
limitation  and  of  passivity  :  thus  the  problem  of  matter  forces, 
itself  upon  every  system  of  philosophy,  including  those  which 
deny  that  there  is  any  such  thing  as  matter.  And  the  case  ia 
the  same  with  the  problem  of  mind.  An  explanation  must  be 
found  for  the  activity  and  relative  order  which  seem  to  be 
the  conditions  of  existence  in  the  world,  and  for  the  will  and 
self-conscious  intelligence  found  in  man.  In  this  wide  sense,, 
the  problem  of  mind  has  had  to  be  faced  by  every  school  and 
every  system,  for  it  enters  as  a  necessary  element  into  every 
philosophy  of  nature  and  of  thought. 


Progressive  Distinction  between  the  Corporeal  and  Spiritual ^ 
from  Tholes  to  Socrates. 

The  distinction  between  soul  and  body  was,  with  primitive 
man,  the  result  of  the  experience  of  death  :  a  man  was  alive, 
he  dies,  and  his  body,  which  has  still  the  same  appearance,  has 
lost  all  power  of  motion  and  feeling.  The  idea  of  the  soul 
contained  at  first  no  elements  except  those  which  could  be 
directly  deduced  from  this  experience  (Zeller,  Pre-Socraiic 
Philosophy,  Eng.  tr.  I,  p.  124).  The  soul  was  like  a  breath  of 
air,  it  was  a  subtle  body,  somethnes  conceived  in  the  likeness 
of  the  phantoms  seen  in  dreams.     For  Homer,  however,  the 
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soul  is  a  kind  of  image  in  the  form  of  the  body,  and  it  escapes 
at  the  moment  of  death  through  the  mouth  or  through  an  open 
wound.  When  separated  from  the  physical  organism  it  is  only 
a  shade  {eiSwkov)  without  strength,  or  consciousness,  or  recollec- 
tion {Odyss,  X,  490  sq.]  XI,  34,  151,  215,  etc.).  The  world  is  con- 
ceived on  the  analogy  of  man,  and  all  nature  is  supposed  to  be 
full  of  souls  like  that  which  man  believes  he  possesses  himself. 

We  recognize  the  influence  of  these  primitive  conceptions  in 
the  first  period  of  philosophy.  The  distinction  between  soul 
and  body  was  tiot  as  yet  a  distinction  between  material  and 
spiritual  elements.  The  old  Ionic  philosophers  sought  the  first 
principles  of  things  in  a  living  matter  which  was  transformed 
in  a  progressive  evolution  (Doctrine  of  Hylozoism).  Whether 
this  matter  be  water,  air,  or  fire,  or  an  indeterminate  Infinite 
(as  with  Anaximander),  it  is  always  identified  with  the  force 
that  moves  and  animates  it.  When,  with  the  progress  of 
reflection,  a  place  was  given  amongst  the  principles  of  nature, 
not  only  to  force,  but  to  intelligence,  reason  was  conceived 
as  merely  another  attribute  of  the  primary  matter  (e.g.  the 
"  thinking  air  "  of  Diogenes  of  Apollonia). 

The  fire  of  Heraclitus  is  a  Keason  which  mingles  with 
everything,  and  which  out  of  the  strife  of  contraries  brings 
forth  harmony.  The  human  soul  is  made  of  warm  and 
dry  vapours.  The  purer  the  fire,  the  more  perfect  the  soul. 
"  The  soul  that  is  the  most  dry  is  the  best  and  most  pure"  {Frag. 
54).  "  If  the  drunken  man  cannot  contain  himself,  it  is  because 
his  soul  is  soiled  by  moisture  "  {Frag.  53).  The  soul,  like  every- 
thing else,  is  subject  to  the  law  of  change,  and  must  therefore 
nourish  itself  with  the  external  fire  in  order  not  to  be  exhausted. 
Keason,  which  is  identical  with  fire,  enters  into  our  bodies  through 
the  organs  of  sensation,  and  through  respiration.  When  the 
organs  of  sense  close  in  sleep,  the  flame  of  reason  darkens  ;  when 
they  open  again  on  our  awakening,  it  lights  up  once  more.  But 
it  is  extinguished  for  ever  when  man  loses  connection  through 
respiration  with  the  external  world. 

Parmenides,  who  taught  the  absolute  unity  of  Being,  and 
denied  all  becoming,  did  not  need  any  principle  to  explain 
the  apparent  motion  and  order  in  things.  For  him  the 
multiplicity  of  souls  is  only  an  illusion.  His  philosophy  of 
nature  is  a  concession  to  the  demands  of  common  sense  ;  that 
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is  to  say,  it  rests  upon  what  seems  to  him  to  be  the  most 
plausible  theory.  Far  from  setting  up  any  antithesis  between 
the  spiritual  and  the  corporeal,  he  explains  all  psychological 
phenomena  by  the  mixture  of  substances  in  the  body. 

The  Pythagoreans  thought  they  had  found  an  adequate 
explanation  of  the  cosmic  order  when  they  made  Number  the 
substance  of  things.  Harmony  was  placed  above  Number,  as  a 
kind  of  soul  of  the  world  governing  the  cosmos;  if  there  was 
harmony  in  the  universe,  it  was  because  the  essential  con- 
stituent of  things,  namely.  Number,  was  itself  harmony.  How 
did  the  first  Pythagoreans  conceive  the  human  soul  ?  Aristotle, 
in  his  review  of  the  opinions  of  his  predecessors  concerning  the 
soul,  merely  says  of  the  Pythagoreans  that  "  some  among  them 
sought  the  soul  in  particles  that  are  in  motion  :  Ttjv  x/^f^^i/ 
elvai  rà  ev  rœ  aepi  ^va-fxaTa,  ol  Se  to  ravra  kivovu  "  (De 
Anima,  I,  2,  404  a,  16).  To  the  Pythagoreans  the  opinion  is 
also  attributed  that  the  soul  is  a  harmony.  But  as  everything 
with  them  was  number  and  harmony,  this  does  not  imply  any 
distinction  between  human  souls  and  other  things.  Did  they 
regard  the  soul  as  the  harmony  of  the  body,  as  we  are  told  in 
the  Phaedo  ?  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  this  opinion  with  the 
doctrine  of  the  immortality  and  transmigration  of  souls  taught 
by  the  Pythagoreans. 

In  Democritus  we  find  a  frankly  materialistic  theory  of  the 
soul.  Motion  being  eternal,  there  is  no  need  to  distinguish 
matter  from  the  force  that  moves  it.  The  soul  is  corporeal, 
and  its  substance  must  correspond  to  its  functions.  Now,  the  soul 
is  a  vivifying  and  moving  force.  But  all  motion  arises  out  of 
an  impact  ;  therefore  the  soul  must  be  composed  of  the  most 
mobile  substance,  of  atoms  that  are  subtile,  smooth,  and  round  ; 
in  other  words,  of  fire  (Arist.  De  Anima,  I,  2,  403  h,  29).  The 
universe  is  full  of  fiery  atoms.  The  soul  is  therefore  not  a 
force  that  organizes  the  world,  but  a  part  of  matter,  and  it  is 
formed  out  of  the  multitude  of  fiery  atoms  which  engender 
motion  and  life.  In  man  the  soul  pervades  the  whole  body; 
between  every  two  corporeal  atoms  a  psychical  atom  is 
inserted  (Lucr.  Ill,  370).  It  might  be  supposed  that  the 
fiery  atoms  would  be  driven  out  of  the  body  by  the 
surrounding  air,  but  this  danger  is  averted  by  respiration 
which  introduces  new  fiery  elements,  and  above  all  forms  an 


opposite  current,  which  prevents  the  psychical  atoms  in  the 
body  from  escaping. 

Heraclitus'  theory  of  the  soul,  the  substitution  in  the  Eleatic 
and  Pythagorean  systems  of  an  abstract  principle  for  a 
material  element,  the  general  progress  of  Greek  thought,  all 
helped  to  prepare  the  way  for  the  distinction  between  the 
material  and  the  spiritual.  Anaxagoras  was  the  first  of  the 
Greek  philosophers  to  formulate  clearly  this  distinction,  and,  for 
this,  Aristotle  greatly  honours  him:  "he  was  like  a  sober 
man  amongst  men  who  spoke  at  random  "  :  otov  vyjcpwv  ecjxxvrj 
Trap*  eiK^i  XeyovTac  {Meta.  I,  3,  984  h,  16).  In  the  beginning, 
all  the  elementary  substances  are  mixed  up  together.  The 
distinction  and  combination  of  like  particles  are  the  work  of 
an  organizing  and  motor  force,  namely,  Noî^ç,  intelligence: 
irâvra  ^v  o/nwç,  6  Not^ç   eXOœv  iràvra  SieKoa-^irjcre. 

Anaxagoras  distinctly  separates  matter  from  the  force  by 
which  it  is  moved  and  governed  ;  but  the  attributes  by  which 
he  characterizes  intelligence,  show  that  his  notion  of  it  was 
not  yet  very  clear. 

The  Novs  is  simple,  and  not  like  all  other  things,  composed  of  hetero- 
geneous elements.  Mixing  with  nothing  it  exists  alone  and  of  itself, 
"/XOWOÇ  avT^s  €<i>  €ù}VTov  €(rTLV  "  {Frog.  8).  It  is  infinite  {airupov)^ 
independent  (avroK/aarcs),  never  passive  (ctTra^cç),  it  has  unlimited 
knowledge,  "knows  what  is  mixed,  what  is  distinct,  and  what  is 
separate"  (Simpl.  De  Gael.  271a,  20).  Lastly,  it  has  absolute  power 
over  matter,  to  which  it  alone  can  communicate  motion  :  "  yviofxrjv  Trcpl 
TravTos  Trao-av  to-x^t  /cat  tcrxi'tt  /xcy wttov  "  (Frag.  8). 

Such  is  the  spiritual  element  in  the  conception  which 
Anaxagoras  formed  of  the  Nof}ç.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  his 
Noyç  is  described  as  the  most  subtile  of  all  things:  XeirroTarov 
(Frag.  8)  ;  its  quality  does  not  change,  but  its  quantity  varies. 
The  souls  of  other  beings  are  parts  of  it  ;  and  these  parts  may 
be  either  greater  or  smaller.  "  In  everything  there  are  parts 
of  everything  except  perhaps  of  intelligence,  but  in  some 
beings  there  is  also  intelligence"  {Frag.  7).  The  NoÛç  was 
thus  a  kind  of  world-soul,  an  intermediate  substance,  which 
was  akin  to  the  spiritual  in  so  far  as  it  was  simple,  inde- 
pendent, and  intelligent,  and  to  what  is  corporeal,  in  so  far 
as  it  possessed  quantity,  and  perhaps  also  extension. 
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Socrates  himself  tells  us  {Phaedo,  97  5)  that  he  was  delighted 
with  the  theory  of  Anaxagoras  ;  but  he  would  seem  to  have 
merely  enlarged  the  province  of  an  intelligence  that  loved  the 
good.  His  God  is  a  kind  of  world-soul  (^  ev  tu»  iravri  (bpovrja-ic), 
a  wisdom  which  pervaded  all  things.  The  soul  of  man  is 
only  a  small  part  of  the  universal  intelligence,  just  as  his 
body  only  contains  a  very  small  portion  of  the  material 
elements  (Mem.  I,  4).  This  soul,  although  invisible,  exists  and 
is  the  sovereign  ruler  of  the  body  (fiaaiXevei  eV  ^/uuv),  and,  as 
reason,  it,  more  than  anything  else  in  man,  participates  in  the 
divine. 

Plato  :  the  Soul  of  the  World  and  IndividvAil  Soids, 

It  is  not  easy  to  disengage  Plato's  theory  of  the  soul  from 
the  symbolic  form  in  which  he  clothes  it.      The  world  is  an 
animated,  living  whole,  which  has  a  body  and  a  soul.     The 
soul  of   the   world,  fashioned   directly   by    the   demiurguSy   in 
proportions  that  are  mathematical  and  musical  (Timaem,  35  b 
sq.\  is  a  middle  term  between  the  intelligible  and  the  sensible. 
God  puts  intelligence  into  the  soul  and  the  soul  into  the  body 
{Tim.  30  h).    To  fulfil  its  rôle  of  medium,  the  soul  must  possess 
something  of  each  of  the  two  opposite  natures  which  are  recon- 
ciled in  it.     In  the  soul  are  blended  the  one  and  the  many 
{Tim.  35  a).     What  moves  itself  must  exist  before  that  which 
is  moved  by  something  else.     The  soul  possesses  in  itself  the 
principle  of  its  own  movement.     It  moves  the  body  according 
to  numerical  and  harmonical   relations:    it  makes  the  world 
into  a  wise  mixture  of  the  Limit  and  the  Unlimited  (irepaç, 
^TTcipov).     This  soul,  this  principle  of  harmony,  is  a  reality 
(ova-la)^  a   substance  extended   throughout  the  world    by  the 
demiurgus    and    divided    according    to    harmonical    relations 
which  correspond  to  the  laws  followed  by  the  motion  of  the 
stars  (Tim.  34  h  sq.).      The  soul  is  not  only  the  principle  of 
the  visible  order   in   things,  it  is    also  the  principle    of    all 
knowledge;   and    this   is  another  reason  why  it  combines  in 
its  nature  the  same  (ravrov)  and  the  other  (to  erepov),  the 
intelligible   and  the  sensible;    for   in   Plato's   theory  like  can 
only   be  known  by  like  (Tim.   37  a).      This   accoimt  of    the 
soul  is  evidently  partly  symbolical,  and  not  meant  to  be  taken 
literally.     According   to  Aristotle,   it   is  Ta   juLaOfj/uLaTiKa,  the 


mathematical  elements,  that  are  the  middle  term  between  the 
sensible  and  the  intelligible,  and  they  perform  the  same 
function  as  the  world-soul  in  the  Tiniaeiis  (Met.  I,  6  ; 
987  a,  14).  The  mathematical  forms  are  eternal,  not  subject 
to  becoming,  and  are  distinguished  from  the  Idea  in  that  each 
Idea  is  one,  whereas  there  are  several  similar  mathematical 
forms.  Since  matter,  as  such,  is  Non-being,  w^e  may  say  that 
what  is  real  in  the  world-soul,  as  in  the  mathematical  forms, 
is  the  Idea,  and  that,  consequently,  the  Idea  is  the  ultimate 
principle  of  order  and  motion  in  the  world  of  bodies  (see  Zeller, 
II,  I,  p.  568,  Germ.  éd.). 

The  individual  souls  appear  to  be  parts  of  the  world-soul,  as 
the  elements  of  the  body  were  parts  of  the  universe  (Philebus^ 
50  a).  The  stars  are  the  highest  among  the  beings  that  have  an 
individual  soul,  and  next  to  them  are  men.  The  soul  cannot 
be  regarded  as  a  collective  unity,  as  the  harmony  of  the  body 
{Phaedo,  92  h  sq.)  ;  it  is  incorporeal,  simple,  invisible,  and 
existed  before  the  body  which  it  governs,  tw  /txev  Oelw  Kal 
aOavaTtû  kqi  vofjTO)  koi  juLOPoeiSei  koi  aSiaXvTM  koi  aei  œa-avTœç 
Kai  KaTa  twjt  e^ovTi  cairrw  ojmoiOTaTOu  eivai  y^v^jv  (Phaedo, 
80  h). 

There  are  three  parts  in  the  soul  ;  the  first,  the  vovç,  is 
divine;  the  second,  which  is  fleeting  and  mortal,  is  desire, 
eirSvixLa  ;  the  third,  whose  function  it  is  to  unite  these  two 
extremes,  is  the  Oujuloç,  which  has  something  of  the  nature  of 
each  of  the  two  others.  These  three  parts  of  the  soul 
represent  the  three  classes  of  living  beings.  To  the  eTriOv/iua 
correspond  plants  ;  to  the  6ufx6ç^  animals  ;  to  the  fovç,  men. 

Aristotle  :  the  Soid,  the  Formal,  Efficient,  and  Final  Cause  of 
the  Body. 

Aristotle  finds  no  unity  in  the  world  except  that  which 
results  from  a  universal  tendency  towards  the  same  perfection, 
that  is,  towards  God  ;  in  his  system,  therefore,  a  world-soul  is 
not  required.  In  the  sphere  of  change  every  being  is  the 
product  of  the  union  of  matter  and  form  :  ovma  avvoXov  eP  vXrjç 
Kai  eiôovç  (Meta.  VIII,  2).  Matter  is  the  substratum  (viroKel- 
ixevov),  which  becomes  this  or  the  other,  or  is  the  subject  of 
change.  The  form  (eîSoç,  fiopc^rj)  is  that  which  makes  of 
matter  a  particular,  determinate,  or  real  thing  ;    it  is  the  per- 
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fection,  the  activity,  the  soul  of  the  thing.  Since  everything 
that  becomes  has  its  formal  cause,  which  is  its  principle  (oOev 
^  ^P'xh  '^^^  Kivr]G-€wç)  and  its  end  (reXoç,  to  ou  eucKa),  one  may 
say  that  there  is  in  every  being  a  principle  analogous  to  the 
soul.  The  soul  is  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word  the  first 
entelechy  ^  (ei/reXe-^eia  TrpœTrj)  of  an  organized  body  potentially 
possessing  life  (Be  An.  II,  1  ;  412  a,  15);  the  entelechy  of  the 
eye  is  the  action  of  looking  at  something  at  a  given  moment, 
(opaa-tç).  Suppose  the  eye  were  by  itself  a  complete  living 
thing,  its  soul  would  be  o\f/-fç,  the  faculty  of  vision.  The  oy^riç 
is  the  essence,  the  form  of  the  eye.  The  soul  is  to  the  body 
what  the  o\f/^/ç,  vision,  is  to  the  eye,  and  in  this  sense  it  has 
something  of  the  body  (ti  a-œ/uLaToç)  ;  but  this  something  is 
neither  figure  nor  motion,  but  the  peculiar  activity  which 
gives  to  the  body  figure  and  motion,  the  cause  of  the  agreement 
and  harmony  between  all  its  parts  (Be  An.  II,  4  ;  415  6,  7).  In 
a  living  being  the  body  is  the  material  cause  ;  the  soul  stands 
to  it  in  the  relation  of  its  entelechy,  of  its  formal,  efficient,  and 
final  cause.  The  soul  is  the  end  of  the  body,  an  end  which  is 
real,  immanent,  and  not  a  mere  regulative  idea  external  to  its 
functions.  This  end  is  the  immovable  cause  of  all  the  move- 
ments directed  towards  itself  ;  therefore,  we  must  not  say  with 
Plato,  that  the  soul  moves  itself,  for  it  moves  as  a  sailor  moves 
on  his  ship  (De  An.  404  a). 

The  soul,  being  the  end  of  the  body,  cannot  be  a  material, 
indeterminate  thing  ;  it  must  be  a  finished,  defined  being, 
not  merely  any  substance  in  general,  but  the  form  of  a  special 
body,  whose  life,  individuality,  and  organization  it  con- 
stitutes (Z>ê  An.  414  a,  21).  The  soul,  the  final  and  formal 
cause  of  the  body,  is  also  its  efficient  cause,  since  it  gives 
rise  to,  and  directs  all  its  movements  and  is  the  real,  the  first 
entelechy,  which  realizes  throughout  the  body  all  the  con- 
ditions of  life.  The  soul  is  therefore,  with  regard  to  its  divisible 
and  material  body,  the  indivisible  unity  of  the  three  causes, 

^  The  first  entelechy  is  to  the  second  what  science  is  to  actual  thought. 
The  geometer  is  not  always  occupied  with  geometry.  If  the  eye  were  a 
living  thing,  vision  would  be  the  soul  of  the  eye.  The  faculty  of  seeing 
(first  entelechy)  can  be  distinguished  from  the  act  itself  of  seeing  any 
particular  object  (second  entelechy).  The  eye  is  always  adapted  for  vision, 
even  when  it  is  covered. 
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the  efficient,  formal,  and  final.  The  two  terms  presuppose 
or  imply  one  another.  The  soul  is  not  in  the  body  as  in  a 
dwelling,  which  it  may  abandon  ;  it  cannot  travel  from 
body  to  body,  being  able  to  exist  only  in  the  body  that 
corresponds  to  its  essence,  and  which  by  this  very  fact  it 
creates  (Be  An.  407  h,  13). 

There  are  three  kinds  of  souls  corresponding  to  the  three 
forms  of  life  found  in  Nature  :  these  are  the  vegetable, the  animal, 
and  the  human  soul.  The  soul  of  plants  is  to  OpeirTiKov,  nutritive, 
(Be  An.  413  b,  7),  and  its  functions  are  nutrition  and  genera- 
tion. The  soul  of  the  animal  is  alcrOrjTiKri,  sensitive  (Be  An. 
413  6,  1)  ;  sensation  gives  rise  to  desire,  and  desire  to  motion. 
The  human  soul  is  characterized  by  reason.  The  vegetable 
soul  has  a  special,  independent  existence  in  the  plant,  and  in 
the  animal  it  blends  with  the  sensitive  soul  ;  the  rational  soul 
in  its  higher  life  comprises  and  unifies  the  two  inferior  souls 
and  their  functions. 

After  Aristotle  the  notion  of  the  Spiritual  disappears.  The 
Epicureans  :  Elements  of  the  Soul,      The  Stoics  :  the  TrvevjuLa, 

After  Plato  and  Aristotle  the  conception  of  the  spiritual 
became  very  obscure.  The  Epicureans  returned  to  Atomism  and 
to  the  conception  of  a  material  soul.  Nothing  was  incorporeal 
except  the  void,  which  was  neither  active  nor  passive.  The  soul 
was  composed  of  very  subtle  elements  ;  and  they  gave  two  proofs 
of  this  subtlety  :  in  the  first  place,  the  promptitude  with  which 
the  will  moves  the  body  ;  in  the  second  place,  the  fact  that  a 
man  when  dead  weighs  as  much  as  when  alive  (Lucretius,  III, 
178,  231  et  seq).  What  were  the  elements  of  the  Epicurean  soul  ? 
Lucretius  distinguishes  in  it  a  light  breath  (aura),  heat,  (calor), 
and  air  (aer).  To  these  three  elements  is  added  a  fourth,  omnino 
nominis  expers  (III,  243),  which  is  the  most  subtile  of  all,  and  is 
composed  of  the  smallest  and  smoothest  atoms.  It  is  this  fourth 
element  that  communicates  motion  and  sensibility,  first  to  the 
awa,  the  calor,  and  the  aer,  then  to  the  blood,  then  to  the 
viscera,  and  finally  to  the  bones  and  muscles.  These  four 
elements,  closely  united,  mixed,  and,  as  it  were,  fused  together, 
are  present  in  every  part  of  the  body.  Thought  corresponds 
to  the  most  subtile  of  them  ;  and  to  each  of  the  others 
there  corresponds  a  special  quality  :     Heat  is  the  principle  of 
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courage  ;  the  aura,  of  fear  ;  the  air,  of  calmness  and  indifference. 
Heat  predominates  in  the  lion,  aura  in  the  stag,  aer  in  the  ox. 
In  man  all  three  kinds  of  temperament  are  found. 

The  Stoics  also,  on  their  part,  said  that  all  that  is  real  is 
corporeal,  but  they  endowed  matter  with  attributes  which 
belong  properly  only  to  a  spiritual  substance.  The  ideas  of  the 
spiritual  and  the  corporeal,  which  since  Plato  and  Aristotle 
had  seemed  to  be  clearly  distinguished,  were  now  once  more  con- 
founded. The  world,  on  the  Stoic  system,  is  a  living  thing,  an 
immense  animal  ;  matter  is  its  body,  force  its  soul.  But  this  force 
is  not  incorporeal  ;  it  is  a  subtle  fire,  a  principle  homogeneous 
"and  co-extensive  with  its  effects;  it  pervades  matter  in  a 
material  way,  gives  it  form  and  embraces  and  contains  it. 
This  corporeal  soul,  this  burning  and  thinking  breath  {Trvevjua), 
this  organizing  fire  is  God  Himself  (Stoh.  Ed.  I,  b^).  "  God 
flows  through  the  world  like  honey  in  the  honeycomb" 
(Tertull.  De  An.  44).  His  supreme  intelligence  manifests 
itself  in  the  order  of  the  world  and  in  human  thought.  God, 
a  material  soul  infused  into  the  vast  body,  which  it  animates 
and  in  which  it  moves,  is  the  seminal  reason  (Koyo^ 
a-Trep^ariKoç)  of  the  universe  (D.L.  vii,  136).  All  activity  can 
be  reduced  to  motion  in  space,  therefore  all  activity  is  physical, 
and  hence  necessary.  The  soul  of  the  world  is  at  once  Fate 
and  Providence. 

The  human  soul  is  a  fragment  of  God,  aTroanraa-juLa  rod  Qeov 
{Epict.  Diss.  I,  14,  6),  a  part  of  the  divine  breath  immersed  in 
the  human  body  {in  corpus  humanum  pars  divini  spiritiis  rnersa) 
(Sen.  Ep.  LXVI,  11).  The  soul,  says  Chrysippus  {ap.  Galen, 
Hippoc.  and  Plat.  Ill,  .1),  is  an  innate  breath  in  us  which 
pervades  the  whole  body  and  contains  it.  ^  ^^xh  Tn^evjULa  €<tti 
(TVfKpvTov  ri^îv  (Tvveye^s  iravri  rw  (TcoiuLaTi  SifJKOP.  This  irvevij.a  is 
composed  of  air  and  fire  {ex  aerc  et  igne).  The  soul  is  thus  a 
material  principle  of  the  nature  of  air,  and  of  fire.  The  Stoics 
proved  the  materiality  of  the  soul  directly,  by  its  sympathy  with 
the  body,  by  its  presence  throughout  the  organism,  and  lastly, 
by  the  moral  resemblance  between  children  and  their  parents. 
The  soul  supports  the  elements  of  the  body  (eÇtç),  presides 
over  its  development  {(pixnç),  and  is  the  principle  of  intellectual 
life  (>|^yx'/)-  This  hierarchy  of  functions  does  not  affect  the 
unity  of  the  soul,  which  is  always  one  and  the  same  divine 
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fire,  fulfilling  divers  functions  in  the  different  material  sub- 
stances. The  soul  proper  comprises  eight  parts  :  the  rjyeixoviKov 
or  ruling  part,  the  five  senses,  the  faculty  of  speech  and  the 
faculty  of  reproduction. 

The  Soul  and  the   irvev/ma.     Influence  of  Hebrew  Theology  t*^ 
Philo;  the  New  Testament. 

The  theory  of  the  irvevjuLa  is  not  peculiar  to  Stoicism;  on  the 
contrary,  it  played  a  most  important  part  in  physiology,  and 
dominated  the  whole  of  medical  psychology,  till  the  date  of  the^ 
discovery  of  the  circulation  of  the  blood.     The  Trvevjma  in  a 
material   sense   was   sometimes    regarded    as    the    soul   itself,, 
sometimes  as  the  chief  organ  of  the  soul,  the  medium  between 
mind  and  body.     For  primitive  man  the  soul  was  a  breath, 
a  subtle  air.     According  to  Diogenes  of  ApoUonia,  thought  is. 
born  of  the  air  which  flows  with  the  blood  through  the  veins 
all  over  the  body.      Respiration,  says  Heraclitus,  nourishes  the 
soul  with  the  surrounding  air,  without  which  there  is  neither 
life  nor  reason.     In  the  physiological  explanation  offered  by 
Hippocrates,  the  air,   inhaled  and   mixed   with   the  internal 
heat,  plays   the   part  of   a  dynamic  principle.     Most   of  the 
physicians,  even    while    belonging    to    different    philosophical 
schools,  regarded  the  Truevjuia  not  only  as  the  vital  force  which 
organizes  and  sustains  the  body,  but  as  the  soul  itself.     The 
illustrious  Galen,  who  gave  a  definite  form  to  the  physiological 
and  medical   theory   of  the    irveu/ma,  was    not  decided  as  to. 
whether  it  is  the  soul  itself  or  the  chief  organ  of  the  soul. 

For  the  Stoics,  the  irveu/ma  was  corporeal,  but  had  never- 
theless all  the  attributes  of  the  mind.  This  involved  a  contra- 
diction, in  consequence  of  which  the  theory  of  the  irvevima 
gradually  came  to  resemble  the  Platonic  theory  of  an  im- 
material soul.  This  transformation  was  chiefly  due  to  contact 
with  Hebrew  theology.  The  Hebrew  expression  which  corre- 
sponds to  the  Greek  word  irpeu/ua  (Ruach)  had  at  the  beginning  a 
material  meaning.  It  was  the  air,  the  wind — in  living  beings 
respiration,  the  vital  breath  which  circulated  with  the  blood. 
But  the  Biblical  conception  of  God  led  to  a  spiritualizing  of 
the  TTvevjuia.  Jehovah  is  distinguished  from  His  work  ;  Ha 
creates  the  world  by  an  act  of  His  will.  The  Tn/ev/ma  could 
not  therefore  be,  as  with  the  Greeks,  a  material  element  which 
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acted  upon  matter  in  a  mechanical  way.  It  was  a  principle 
distinct  from  the  body,  like  the  principle  of  force  and  life. 
Still  the  Old  Testament  always  speaks  of  the  TrvevjuLa  as  of  a 
semi-physical  force  :  e.g.  God's  spirit  leaves  Him  and  is  diffused 
like  a  breath.  In  the  Book  of  Wisdom  which  is  attributed  to 
Solomon,  but  appears  to  have  been  written  about  the  time  of 
Augustus,  wisdom,  that  is  God's  power,  which  fills  the  world, 
is  a  Trvev/uLa,  a  breath  which  fuses  together  the  attributes 
of  matter  and  mind  (iroXvjuiepéç — Xctttop — o^v — Sià  Trdvrœv 
yjûpovv  Trvevixarcov,  all  of  these  being  characteristics  which 
remind  us  of  the  Stoic  Materialism). 

Philo  was  the  most  renowned  of  the  Alexandrian  Jews 
who  endeavoured  to  reconcile  Judaism  with  Hellenism.  With 
him  the  theory  of  the  Trvev/ma  takes  a  decidedly  spiritual  form, 
although  in  his  writings  we  find  more  than  one  contradiction, 
in  which  we  discern  the  influence  of  the  Stoics  and  of  the 
Greek  physicians.  Jehovah,  the  unknowable  God,  cannot  act 
directly  on  matter  ;  it  is  therefore  through  intermediaries  that 
He  governs  the  world.  All  those  divine  forces,  all  those 
powers  by  which  the  world  is  bound  to  God,  are  comprised  in 
Wisdom  or  the  Word.  Philo's  Ao'yoç  is  a  more  or  less 
coherent  synthesis  of  the  Hebrew  Wisdom,  the  Aristotelian 
Novç  and  the  Platonic  world  of  ideas.  The  divine  Truev/ua  is 
nothing  but  a  form  of  the  activity  of  the  Word  ;  it  is  the  Word 
in  so  far  as  the  latter  not  only  represents  the  Ideas,  the  eternal 
exemplars  in  God's  mind,  but  in  so  far  as  it  realizes  them  in 
the  world.  Like  the  irvevima  itself,  the  Aoyoç  is  spiritual,  and 
yet  Philo  adopts  the  Stoic  materialistic  definition  of  quality: 
€^iç  TTpev/uLa  ài/Ti(rTp€<pou  €<p'  eavro. 

Philo's  psychology  presents  the  same  spiritual  character  and 
the  same  contradictions.  Space  is  full  of  souls.  The  pure  souls 
which  have  not  been  tempted  by  the  false  seductions  of  the 
sensible  life,  are  the  messengers  of  God,  the  demi-gods,  the 
Greek  heroes,  the  angels  of  Moses.  Taken  by  itself  and  as 
distinct  from  the  sensible  elements  which  result  from  its 
union  with  the  body,  the  soul  is  a  divine  force.  Man  is 
united  to  God  by  his  spiritual  nature,  is  His  image,  and 
even  a  part  of  Him  (aTroa-Traa-iuLa).  The  vegetable  and  sensi- 
tive soul  is  made  up  of  the  aeriform  elements  of  the  seed; 
reason  comes  from  without,  is  the  breath  of  God  in  man.     As 


a  mere  vital  force  the  soul  has  its  seat  in  the  blood  ;  but  the 
TTveufjia,  in  which  alone  the  essence  of  man  consists,  is  the  Divine 
breath  :  tov  XoyiKov  to  Oelov  Trvevjuia  ovaria — vov^  air  ovpavov 
KaTaTTvevaSeiç  avuyOev.  Philo,  however,  is  not  always  con- 
sistent, for  he  makes  air  the  universal  principle  of  life  and  of 
the  soul;  and  he  even  says  of  the  rational  soul  that  it 
emanates  from  that  Ether  of  which  heaven  and  the  stars  are 
formed. 

In  the  New  Testament  the  irvevixa  assumes  an  entirely 
spiritual  signification.  Traces  of  the  analogy  between  the 
material  air  and  the  irveuima  are  only  to  be  found  in  such 
similes  as  "  I  saw  the  spirit  descending  from  heaven  like  a 
dove"  (John  I,  32);  "The  wind  bloweth  where  it  listeth  " 
(John  III,  8).  But  the  Eevealer,  the  Witness,  the  living 
Eternal  Principle  of  knowledge  and  belief  for  the  faithful  is  the 
immaterial.  Divine  Spirit  (see  John  XIV,  16,  26).  This  mystical 
meaning  of  the  term  Trvevjua  is  most  striking  in  the  writings 
of  Paul.  With  him  there  is  no  question  of  its  being  any 
longer  a  physiological,  organic  force  ;  it  is  an  entirely  spiritual 
force.  The  Spirit  gives  us  faith,  the  knowledge  of  divine 
things  ;  by  it  we  enter  into  communion  with  God.  "  But  he 
that  is  joined  unto  the  Lord  is  one  spirit,  ev  TrvevjuLa"  (1  Cor. 
VI,  17).  The  TrvevjULa  is  no  longer  a  vital  force  that  organizes 
the  living  body,  but  the  principle  of  an  entirely  new  life, 
which  is  a  dying  to  the  life  of  sin  and  to  the  works  of  the 
fiesh. 

Neo-Platonism  :  The  notion  of  the  Spiritual  re-appears  in 
the  Theories  of  the  World-soul  and  of  the  Soid  of  Man. 

In  the  Neo-Platonic  system  Metaphysics  were  once  more 
based  on  the  notion  of  the  spiritual. 

"  That  which  is  incorporeal,  according  toAmmonius  Saccas,  the  teacher 
of  Plotinus,  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  unites  itself  to  everything  that  is 
capable  of  receiving  it,  as  closely  as  those  things  which  mutually  alter  and 
destroy  each  other  by  being  united,  and  at  the  same  time  it  remains  in 
this  union,  entirely  as  it  was  before,  as  things  remain  which  are  only  in 
juxtaposition  "  (Ravaisson,  Essai  sur  la  Métapk.  d^Arist.  II,  374-5). 

This  possibility  of  self-bestowal  without  loss,  of  being 
divided  without  ceasing  to  be  one,  is  in  fact  the  principle  of 
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the  theory  of  Emanation.  From  the  Absolute  Unity,  as  it  were 
by  radiation,  the  Novç,  which  is  both  intelligence  and  the  intelli- 
gible, proceeds,  and  from  the  Noî/y  proceeds  the  universal  soul. 
The  soul  of  the  world  is  the  God  of  the  Stoics,  the  principle  of 
unity  in  the  cosmos  which  it  pervades  and  contains.  Between 
the  world  of  intelligible  entities  and  the  world  as  it  appears 
to  us,  it  evolves  a  multitude  of  distinct  powers  out  of  the 
forms  which  the  intelligence  comprises  in  its  own  unity.  In 
this  evolution  the  world-soul,  proceeding  from  one  thing  to 
another,  creates  time  and  extension,  which  are  the  conditions 
necessary  to  the  fulfilment  of  its  task.  Thus  it  is  from  the 
soul  that  all  that  is  real  in  matter  proceeds. 

This  universal  soul  embraces  a  multitude  of  individual 
souls;  these,  being  desirous  of  making  for  themselves  an 
independent  existence  in  some  separate  body,  enamoured  of 
their  own  image,  separate  themselves  from  the  soul,  which  is 
their  common  principle,  and  fall  into  the  body.  Not  that  the 
individual  souls  are  merely  parts  into  which  the  universal 
soul  is  divided  :  the  universal  soul  is  whole  and  entire  in  each 
one  of  the  particular  souls,  is  everywhere  present  with- 
out division  :  fxevova-rjç  /mev  oXtjç,  iroiova-rjç  Se  irap  avTtjç 
ovSeu  rJTTov  TroXXaç  (Unn.  IV,  ix,  4).  It  gives  and  yet 
preserves  itself,  is  multiplied  and  yet  remains  one.  This 
soul,  ever  similar  to  itself,  which  penetrates  and  brings 
harmony  into  all  the  parts  of  the  world,  as  into  the  organs 
of  our  body,  cannot  be  a  material  thing.  In  the  first  place, 
what  is  extended  and  divisible  is  unable  to  impart  unity  to 
anything,  it  must  itself  receive  unity  from  some  spiritual 
principle,  so  that  a  material  soul  would  require  another  soul, 
and  so  on  ad  infinitum.  In  the  second  place,  if  the  soul  is 
composed  of  parts,  how  are  we  to  explain  the  sympathy  and 
harmony  between  its  actions,  how  are  we  to  account  for  the 
unity  of  perception,  of  comparison,  and  of  memory  ? 

Not  only  is  the  human  soul  closely  united  to  the  universal 
soul,  but  it  is  not  separated  from  the  Not^ç  in  which  it  is 
represented,  nor  from  the  One  from  which  it  emanates  like 
everything  else.  Its  task  is  to  rise  gradually  once  more 
into  the  world  of  intelligibles,  to  return  through  ecstasy 
to  its  true  home,  which  is  the  Absolute  Unity,  the  Supreme 
Good. 
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Different    Views  co'nceming  the  Nature  of  tJie  Soul  held  by 
the  Earlier  Christian  Philosophers, 

The  immortality  of  the  soul  would  seem  to  follow  as  a  \ 
consequence  from  its  spirituality  :  if  the  soul  is  indivisible  it 
is  indissoluble.  The  spirituality  of  the  soul  as  a  condition 
of  its  survival  must,  one  might  think,  necessarily  be  a 
dogma  of  Christianity;  nevertheless,  among  early  Christian 
philosophers  there  was  some  hesitation  on  this  point.  The 
apologist  Tertullian  (born  a.d.  160)  was  a  materialist  after 
the  manner  of  the  Stoics;  he  denied  the  existence  of  any> 
thing  immaterial,  asserting  that  the  soul  and  even  God 
were  corporeal  ;  Omne  quod  est,  corpus  est  sui  generis  :  nihil 
est  incorporate  nisi  quod  non  est  (Be  An.  7).  He  adopted 
the  theory  of  the  wueO/ua;  the  soul  is  subtle,  luminous, 
ethereal,  a  breath  animating  the  body,  penetrating  all  its 
elements  ;  it  is  extended,  and  those  who  are  in  a  state  of 
ecstasy  can  see  it  with  their  eyes  as  it  sees  itself. 

In  opposition  to  Tertullian,  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (331-394)  rejects 
all  the  definitions  of  the  soul  except  that  of  Plato.  Aristotle's 
definition  he  disputes,  saying  that  a  body  that  potentially 
possesses  life  before  it  is  alive  is  inconceivable.  The  soul  is. 
an  ova-la  avroreXiiç,  a  self-sufficient  substance,  which  is  always- 
in  motion,  and  to  which  rest  would  be  annihilation.  It  fills  the 
body,  not  materially,  but  dynamically,  as  light  penetrates  the 
air.  It  is  not,  properly  speaking,  in  the  body,  the  body  is  in  ' 
it  (Be  Opif.  Horn.  11). 

In  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  Hilary,  Bishop  of 
Poitiers,  revived  the  doctrine  of  the  materiality  of  the  soul. 
He  maintained  that  every  created  thing,  even  the  human  soul, 
is  material,  that  God  alone  is  outside  the  categories  of  space 
and  time.  This  doctrine  was  refuted  by  Claudianus  Mamertus, 
Bishop  of  Vienne  in  Dauphine  (died  477);  he  proves,  that 
in  order  to  distinguish  the  soul  from  God,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  assume  its  materiality.  The  soul  does  not  come  under 
the  categories  of  space  and  quantity;  and  in  this  it 
resembles  God  ;  but  it  is  created  and  moves  in  time,  and  in 
this  its  resembles  the  body,  and  is  something  distinct  from  God 
Who  is  eternal  and  uncreated.  The  soul  is,  therefore,  spiritual  ; 
as  Gregory  of  Nyssa  had  said,  it  is  not  contained  in  the 
body  ;   it  is  the  soul  that  contains  the  body,  for  it  is  the  soul 
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that  constitutes  and  preserves  the  unity  of  the  body  {De  Statu 

Animae). 

The  Christian  doctrine  of  the  soul  was  established  once 
for  all  by  St.  Augustine,  who  also  advanced  arguments 
which  were  to  be  repeated  by  most  of  his  successors.  The 
soul  is  spiritual,  because  it  is  the  subject  of  thought  (Be 
Trin.  X,  10,  15).  It  is  impossible  to  regard  thought  as  an 
attribute  of  that  which  does  not  think.  The  soul  perceives 
directly  in  itself  only  spiritual  functions,  such  as  thought, 
knowledge,  volition,  recollection  (De  Trin.  X,  13).  If  it 
were  corporeal  it  would  perceive  immediately  in  itself 
something  corporeal  (De  Quant.  An.  17,  30).  The  soul  is 
finally  characterized  and  distinguished  by  the  faculty  of 
reflection.  A  body  has  only  one  figure,  one  form  ;  it  cannot 
become  the  figure  and  the  form  of  another  body  ;  the  mind 
can  know  and  love  both  itself  and  all  other  things  (De  Trin. 
IX,  4).  In  a  word,  the  soul  is  conscious  of  itself  as  an 
unextended  substance  whose  activities  bear  no  relation  to  the 
properties  of  matter. 

The  Middle  Ages  and  the  Renaissance. 

The  Middle  Ages  produced  no  new  method  and  no  new 
solutions,  but  the  doctrines  of  Plato  and  of  Aristotle  prevailed 
alternately;  and  it  did  not  occur  to  the  philosophers  of  this  period 
to  make  a  study  of  reality  and  observe  facts.  Some  among  them 
returned  to  the  hypothesis  of  a  world-soul,  which  would  appear 
to  have  been  somewhat  superfluous  in  any  system  that  held 
the  creation  of  the  universe  by  a  God  Who  was  also  its  Pro- 
vidence. Bene  Plato  Spiritum  Sanctum  animain  mundi  quasi 
vitam  universitatis  posuit,  says  Abelard  (Theol.  Chr.  I,  1013). 
Bernard  of  Chartres  and  William  of  Conches  (during  the  first 
half  of  the  twelfth  century),  who  were  both  fervent  Platonists, 
also  adopted  the  theory  of  a  world-soul.  Bernard  of  Chartres 
indeed  finally  arrived  at  a  kind  of  Pantheism  :  mimdus  quidem 
est  animal,  verum  sine  anima  suhstantiam  non  invenias  animalis 
(Megacosmos).  Above  all  things,  he  said,  there  is  God,  the 
Ineffable  One;  the  Noi/ç  is  the  mind  of  God,  wherein  dwell 
the  eternal  ideas,  the  archetypes  of  all  that  exists.  From 
the  Noiîç  flows  the  world-soul,  as  it  were,  by  emanation  (velut 
emanatione  deflm'it\  which  gives  to  the  world  its  form  and  its 
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unity  (naiuram  informavit).  The  ^ovç  is  the  Word  ;  the  soul 
of  the  world  is  the  Holy  Ghost  (Oeuvres  inëd.  d'Abelard,  De 
Mundi  Universit.      See  V.  Cousin,  Vol.  I,  p.  628  et  seq.). 

When  the  works  of  Aristotle  had   become   known   in  the 
West  through  the  medium  of  the  Arabs  and  the  Jews,  Scholastic 
philosophy  became  Peripatetic— about  the  beginning  of  Xlllth 
century.     The  writings   of  William  of  Auvergne  (died  1249) 
mark  this  transition.      In  his  treatise,  called  De  Anima,  which, 
considering  its  period  was  a  remarkable  work,  and  which  was 
written  under  the  inspiration  of  St.  Augustine,  he  foreshadows 
the  cogito  ergo  sum  of  Descartes.      It  is  contradictory  to  deny 
the  existence  of  the  soul,  he  says,  for  he  who  denies  the  soul 
knows  that  even  while  he  denies,  he  thinks,  and  that  if  there 
is  thought  there  must  be  a  thinking  being.     Moreover,  we  have 
an  immediate  perception  of   our    soul  per   dispositiones   intel- 
ligibiles,  qioac  sunt  scicntiae,  dubitationes  et  omnino  cogitationes. 
On  the  other  hand,  we  know  the  souls  of  others  only  through 
their  bodies,  that  is,  through   signs  or   symbols.      How,  is  it 
then,  that  some  men  deny  the  existence  of  the  soul  ?      It  is 
because  they  are  accustomed  to  think  under  the  condition  of 
space,  of  figure,  sequi  signa  sensibilia  ad  excogitandas  vel  potius 
ad  imaginandas  res.     But  let  us  imagine  a  man  suspended  in 
the  air,  and  so  muffled  up  that  he  can  use  none  of  his  senses, 
this   man  will   think,  therefore  he   thinks  himself  (cogitat  et 
intelligit  ergo  se  cogitat  et  intelligit).     He  negates  his  body,  he 
affirms  that  which  he  has  and  which  he  feels  (sentit)  himself 
to  have,  and   this   implies   the   existence  of   a  soul  which  is 
distinct  from  fhe  body. 

Albertus  Magnus  and  Thomas  Aquinas  adopted  the  doctrines 
of  Aristotle,  and  made  them  harmonize  with  Christian  dosma. 
According  to  St.  Thomas,  the  embryo,  from  the  beginning  of 
its  life,  possesses  an  individual  soul  which  is,  however,  only  a 
vegetable  soul  (Summa  Th.  I,  qu.  118,  a.  2).  This  soul 
disappears  to  make  room  for  another,  which  is  at  once 
vegetable  and  sensitive  ;  finally,  the  latter,  in  its  turn,  yields 
its  place  to  an  intellectual  soul  which  comprises  within  itself 
the  two  other  faculties  :  and  it  is  not  till  then  that  the  animal 
becomes  man.  The  human  soul  is  thus  a  form  without  matter 
forma  separata),  and  the  entelechy  of  the  body.  The  organ- 
izing principle  of  the  body,  of  the  motor  and  sensitive  soul,  and 
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finally  of  the  rational  soul,  is  one  and  the  same  substance.  The 
vegetable  and  sensitive  souls  are  present  in  the  embryo  l^efore 
the  appearance  of  the  rational  soul.  The  latter  is  created 
immediately  (Sum.  Cord.  Gent  II,  86,  1),  comes  from  without, 
and  is  so  closely  fused  with  the  two  others  that  they  are 
entirely  absorbed  in  it.  This  complicated  doctrine  was  adopted 
by  the  Council  of  Vienne,  a.d.  1311 

The  Renaissance  prepared  the  way  for  modern  philosophy. 
Platonists,  such  as  Ficino,  and  Aristotelians  such  as  Ctesalpinus, 
all  agreed  in  regarding  extension  as  the  essential  attribute  of 
matter,  and  thought  as  the  essential  attribute  of  mind.  Matter 
was  now  no  longer,  as  with  Aristotle,  an  indeterminate  potenti- 
ality ;  it  had  a  positive  attribute,  namely,  extension.  Thus  the 
historical  continuity  was  not  broken,  for  this  theory  of  the 
philosophers  of  the  Renaissance  brings  us  by  a  natural  transi- 
tion to  the  doctrines  of  Descartes  (see  Ritter,  Hist,  of  Philos. 
Part  IX  ;  Chr.  Philos.  \o\.  II  ;  Geschichte  der  Psychologie,  by  Y, 
Harms,  p.  225). 

We  must  mention,  however,  the  influence  exercised  by 
Averroës  in  the  school  of  Padua,  and  the  disputes  between 
the  Averroists  and  the  followers  of  Alexander  of  Aphro- 
disias.  The  Averroists  held  that  the  active  intellect  was 
impersonal,  the  same  in  all  men  ;  but  that,  for  this  very 
reason,  it  was  immortal,  and  after  the  death  of  the  individual 
returned  to  God.  Pomponatius,  in  his  Dc  Immortalitate 
Animae,  attacks  the  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  souls,  and  after  a 
lengthy  examination  of  the  argumenta  of  philosophers  concludes 
that  the  soul  is  mortal.  Owing,  however,  to  the  distinction 
which  was  then  current  between  matters  of  faith  and  matters 
of  philosophy,  a  distinction  which  we  find  existing  even  in 
Pascal's  time,  Pomponatius  was  able,  in  spite  of  this  doctrine, 
tx)  continue  on  good  terms  with  the  Church  (E.  Renan, 
Averroës,  3rd  éd.  p.  322  et  seq.). 

Descartes:  the  Soul  defined  by  Thought;  its  Separate  Existence, 

Descartes  discovered  in  the  very  fact  of  doubt  a  funda- 
mental truth  :  I  who  doubt,  think  ;  I  think,  therefore  I  am  ; 
I  may  imagine  that  I  have  no  body,  but  as  long  as  I  think 
I  still  continue  to  exist.  The  idea  of  thought  is  therefore 
distinct    from   the   idea   of   extension,   and  my   own   thought 
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is  the  only  thing  which  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  doubt. 
I  am  res  cogitans,  that  is  to  say,  res  dubitans,  intelligens, 
ajffirmans,  fiegans,  volens,  nolenSy  imaginant  quoque  et  sentiens 
{2nd  Meditation).  The  2nd  Meditation,  however,  only  estab- 
lishes an  ideal  distinction  between  mind  and  body  ;  a  distinction 
which  exists  only  for  the  thought  which  knows  them  by  different 
means.  P>ut  is  this  distinction  in  ahstracto  a  real,  concrete  dis- 
tinction ?  This  objection  was  made  against  Descartes  after  the 
publication  of  his  Discours  de  la  Méthode.  It  was  argued  that, 
from  the  fact  that  the  soul  knows  itself  as  a  thinking  thing,  it 
does  not  follow  that  the  soul  is  nothing  but  a  thought.  Could 
not  extension  be  a  property  of  soul,  of  which  we  are  not  aware  ? 
Descartes  replies  that,  in  the  2nd  Meditation,  as  in  the 
Discours  de  la  Méthode,  he  has  postponed  the  question  of  the 
real  distinction.  It  is  not  till  the  Qth  Meditation  that  he 
attacks  this  problem.  To  ideas  that  are  clear  and  distinctly 
conceived,  distinct  realities  correspond,  because  God  cannot 
deceive  us,  and  His  omnipotence  can  realize  everything  that 
we  conceive.  Descartes  had  need  of  the  divine  veracity  and 
omnipotence  in  order  to  establish  that  every  clear  and  distinct 
idea  must  correspond  to  a  distinct  reality  ;  and  this  is  why  he 
waits  until  the  Uh  Meditation  to  prove  the  real  distinction 
between  the  soul  and  the  body.  The  2nd  Meditation  proves 
by  the  Cogilo  ergo  sum,  that  thought  is  an  ultimate  notion; 
the  Uh  Meditation  establishes  the  divine  veracity  and  power; 
the  ^th  Meditation  concludes  : 

*'  Since,  on  the  one  hand,  I  have  a  clear  and  distinct  idea  of  myself,  in 
80  far  as  I  am  only  a  thinking  and  unextended  thing,  and  as,  on  the  other 
hand,  I  possess  a  distinct  idea  of  body,  in  so  far  as  it  is  only  an  extended 
and  unthinking  thing,  it  is  certain  that  J,  that  is  my  mind,  by  which  I 
am  what  I  am,  is  entirely  and  truly  distinct  from  my  body  and  may  exist 
without  it"  {Qth  Meditation). 

Spinoza  :  The  Soul  of  the  World  is  the  Idea  of  Extension  ; 
The  Human  Soul  is  the  Idea  of  the  Human  Body. 

One  of  Descartes'  disciples,  Regius  (Leroy)  had  said  to  him  : 
Thought  and  extension  are  ultimate  attributes,  no  doubt,  but 
why  should  not  one  and  the  same  substance  underlie  two 
different  attributes  ?  And  this"  question  contains  the  principle 
of  Spinoza's  philosophy.      "God,  or   substance,   consisting   of 
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infinite  attributes,  each  one  of  which  expresses  eternal  and 
infinite  essence,  necessarily  exists  "  {The  Ethic,  Part  I,  Prop.  XÏ). 
The  great  difficulty  was  to  pass  from  this  sole  substance  to 
the  finite  beings  revealed  to  us  by  our  ordinary  experience. 
Spinoza  seems  to  have  sought  for  this  transition  from  unity 
to  plurality,  in  what  he  calls  the  infinite  and  eternal  inodes. 
That  which  results  from  the  essence  of  a  divine  attribute,  cau 
only  be  an  eternal  and  infinite  mode.  Tlie  idea  of  God,  for 
instance,  is  an  eternal  and  infinite  mode,  by  which  the 
attribute  of  the  divine  Thought  reveals  itself  :  the  idea  of  God 
is  the  representation  in  thought  of  all  the  divine  attributes. 
Thought,  being  by  nature  representative,  expresses  all  the 
forms  of  Being.  Therefore  the  idea  of  God  embraces  the  idea 
of  extension  and  also  that  of  thought,  and  these  ideas  are 
eternal  and  infinite  modes  of  the  second  degree. 

Let  us  consider  things  in  the  same  way,  from  the  point  of 
view  of  extension.  Motion  and  rest  are  eternal  and  infinite 
modes  of  the  first  degree;  the  fades  totius  univcrsi  is  an 
eternal  and  infinite  mode  of  the  second  degree  ;  in  other  words, 
it  is  deduced  from  a  mode  of  the  first  degree  (Letter  t^ 
L.  Meyer).  This  aspect,  this  'fades'  of  the  universe,  though 
varied  by  the  infinity  of  its  successive  modes,  remains  the 
same,  because  the  proportion  of  rest  to  motion  does  not 
change.  > 

"  If  the  parts  composing  an  individual  become  greater  or  less,  but  in 
such  proportion  that  they  all  preserve  the  same  mutual  relations  of  motion 
and  rest,  the  individual  will  still  preserve  its  original  nature,  and  its 
actuality  will  not  be  changed"  (The  Ethics,  Part  II,  lemma  V). 

Corporeal  individuality  is  defined  as  a  system  of  related 
parts.  There  is  nothing  to  prevent  several  individuals  from 
fitting  into  one  another  and  thereby  forming  a  more  complex 
individuality.  From  this  point  of  view,  the  whole  world  is 
one  immense  individual:  its  body  is  all  the  modes  corre- 
sponding to  the  attribute  of  extension,  deduced,  however,  from 
those  eternal  and  infinite  modes  which  constitute  their  unity; 
its  soul  is  the  idea  of  extension.  The  idea  of  extension 
embraces  the  ideas  of  all  the  separate  modes  of  extension. 
Now,  a  soul  for  Spinoza  is  nothing  else  than  the  idea  of  a  mode 
of  extension.  The  idea  of  extension  therefore  embraces  all  souls  : 
is,  in  fact,  the    universal  soul  (see  Œuvres  de  Spinoza,  trad. 


Saisset,  Introd.  p.  S6  ct  seq,).  But  in  Spinoza's  system  the 
difficulty  is  not  so  much  to  attain  unity  as  to  account  for  the 
many,  to  break  up  this  unity  into  the  multiple  appearances. 
We  can,  perhaps,  conceive  how  it  is  that  the  eternal  and  infinite 
modes  of  the  first  and  second  degree  allow  of  a  reconciliation 
between  the  unity  of  the  attributes,  and  consequently  of 
substance  and  the  infinite  succession  of  the  given  modes  ;  but 
what  is  not  at  all  clear  is  how  we  are  to  pass  from  those 
eternal  and  infinite  modes  to  the  finite  modes  which  vary  the 
fades  totius  universi. 

Spinoza  deduces  from  his  system  a  theory  of  the  human 
soul.  Extension  and  thought  are  not,  as  Descartes  supposed^ 
distinct  substances,  but  ultimate  attributes  of  one  and  the 
same  substance.  The  human  soul  is  the  idea  of  the  human 
body,  as  the  soul  of  the  world  is  the  idea  of  extension.  Thus 
reduced  to  the  idea  of  the  body  to  which  it  belongs,  the  soul 
does  not  exist,  but  is  in  a  state  of  perpetual  change  like  the 
body  itself.  Its  thoughts  and  actions  follow  each  other 
according  to  the  affections  of  the  body,  and  it  is  merely  a 
series  of  thoughts  and  volitions  determined  from  without.  The 
soul  is  thus  a  sum,  a  totality,  or  rather'  a  sequence  that  has  no 
real  unity  or  identity.  The  individuality  of  the  human  soul  is 
only  a  reflection  of  the  individuality  of  the  human  body,  all  of 
whose  parts  are  maintained  in  an  unchanging  relation  by  a 
constant  law.  How  is  this  theory  of  the  soul  to  be  reconciled 
with  the  possibility  of  adequate  knowledge,  which  is  the  raison 
d 'être  of  Spinoza's  Ethics  ?  How  is  it  that  the  soul  which  is  defined 
as  the  "  idea  of  a  body"  can  go  beyond  the  individual,  leave  the 
particular  body,  and  possess  the  universe  in  contemplating 
things  under  the  form  of  eternity  ?  It  is  because  the  human 
soul,  although,  on  the  one  hand,  only  as  it  were  a  reflection  of 
the  body,  is,  on  the  other  hand,  connected  with  God  ;  there  is 
in  God  an  "  idea  of  the  soul,"  which  is  united  to  the  soul,  as 
the  soul,  or  "  idea  of  the  body,"  is  united  to  the  body  {EtK 
II,  Prop.  XXI). 

Leibnitz  :    Theory  of  Monads  ;    the  Pre-established  Harmony 
takes  the  place  of  the  Soul  of  the  World. 

Descartes  would  not  admit  the  existence  of  any  soul 
except  the  human  soul  ;    Spinoza  maintained  the  distinction 
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between  thought  and  extension,  and  in  his  system  there  was, 
if  I  may  so  speak,  as  much  soul  as  extension.  Leibnitz 
reduces  extension  itself  to  soul  ;  so  that  his  world  consists  of 
nothing  but  an  infinite  numV)er  of  souls  which  possess  infinitely 
various  degrees  of  perfection.  Leibnitz  had,  at  first,  adopted 
the  Cartesian  mechanical  theory,  but,  while  seeking  the 
ultimate  principles  of  the  laws  of  motion,  he  was  much 
surprised  to  perceive  that  it  was  impossible  to  find  these  laws 
in  mathematics  alone,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  return  once 
more  to  metaphysics  (Erdm.  720).  Moreover,  matter  is  com- 
pound, divisible,  and  hence  pure  multiplicity.  Ikit  multiplicity 
can  derive  reality  only  from  real  imits.  "  And  there  must  be 
simple  substances,  since  there  are  compounds  ;  for  a  compound 
is  nothing  but  a  collection  or  aggregatum  of  simple  things  " 
{Monad.  2,  Lattas  trans,  p.  217). 

From  extension  and  matter,  we  are,  therefore,  brought  back 
to  entirely  immaterial  units  ;  in  other  words,  to  the  formal  atortis, 
atoms  of  substance,  metaphysical  points  which  differ  from  the 
atoms  of  Epicurus  in  that  they  are  unextended  ;  for  extension 
is  only  a  phenomenon,  and  not,  as  the  Cartesians  taught,  the 
essence  of  bodies. 
^  What  constitutes  the  reality  of  these  immaterial  atoms  is 
force. 

"Active  force  diflfers  from  the  bare  potency  commonly  recognized  in 
the  Schools.  For  the  active  potency,  or  faculty  of  the  Scholastics,  is 
nothing  but  a  mere  possibility  of  acting,  which,  nevertheless,  requires 
an  outer  excitation  or  stimulus,  that  it  may  be  turned  into  activity. 
But  active  force  contains  in  itself  a  certain  activity  [actus],  and  is  a  mean 
between  the  faculty  of  acting  and  action  itself.  It  includes  effort,  and 
thus  passes  into  operation  by  itself,  requiring  no  aids,  but  only  the 
removal  of  hindrance.  This  may  be  illustrated  by  the  example  of  a 
heavy  hanging  body  stretching  the  rope  which  holds  it  up,  or  by  that 
of  a  drawn  bow"  (Erdmann's  En.  122 b). 

But  can  we  not  get  beyond  this  merely  external  notion  of 
force  ? 

"Force,  you  say,  we  only  know  through  its  effects,  and  not  as  it  is 
in  itself.  My  answer  is,  that  this  would  be  true,  if  we  did  not  possess 
a  soul,  and  if  we  did  not  know  our  soul." 

Our  inner  experience   reveals   to  us  an  active,  real  force, 
which  is  the  only  force   we  know,  namely,   our   soul    (Ibid, 


185  6).  We  must,  therefore,  conceive  the  metaphysical  atoms 
after  the  image  of  our  souls  (Ibid.  124  a).  Substances  can 
only  be  souls  in  the  most  general  sense  of  the  term.  Their 
unity  is  ultimately  found  to  consist  in  perception  and  thought, 
their  force  in  tendency  and  appetition. 

"Thus  the  world  is  not  a  machine  as  Descartes  and  Hobbes  would 
have  it.  Everything  in  it  is  force,  soul,  life,  thought,  desire  ;  what  we 
see  is  the  machine,  but  we  only  see  the  outside  of  Being.  Being  is  that 
which  itself  sees  "  (Boutroux.  éd.  de  la  Monad.). 

Perception  explains  both  the  unity  of  each  monad,  and  the 
infinite  diversity  of  the  monads.  Perception  involves  multi- 
plicity in  unity.  Perceptio  nihil  est  qvum,  multorum  in  uno 
expressio  (Erdm.  438).  What  do  the  monads  perceive  ?  The 
entire  universe,  but  each  from  a  point  of  view  that  is 
peculiar  to  itself  ;  and  it  is  its  point  of  view  that  constitutes 
the  individual  monad.  There  are  degrees  in  perception  :  below 
apperception,  or  conscious  and  distinct  perception,  there  is 
unconscious  perception,  and  the  two  terms  are  joined  by  a 
continuous  series  of  stages.  The  degree  of  distinction  in 
perceptions  constitutes  the  degree  of  perfection  in  the  monads, 
not  one  of  which  is  identical  with  another  (this  is  the  principle 
of  indiscernibles).  Since  the  monad  is  a  created  thing  and 
subject  to  change,  and  since  its  nature  is  perception,  any 
change  in  it  can  only  be  the  transition  from  one  perception 
to  another.  Appetition  is  the  effort  made  by  the  monad 
to  pass  from  one  internal  state  to  another.  The  law  which 
governs  this  effort  is  the  law  of  final  causes,  to  which  con- 
sequently the  law  of  efficient  causes  is  subordinate,  since 
material  mechanism  is  ultimately  found  to  be  the  expression 
and  symbol  of  this  effort  of  the  monads.  As  our  will  is 
always  directed  towards  the  good,  so  the  appetition  of  the 
monad  is  an  effort  towards  a  more  perfect  internal  state 
than  the  preceding  one  ;  in  other  w^ords,  it  is  a  tendency 
towards  more  distinct  perceptions  (Erdm.  706). 

If  there  are  nothing  but  souls,  how^  are  beings  distinguished 
from  one  another  ?  As  we  have  said,  by  the  differences  of 
these  perceptions.  There  is  an  infinite  number  of  degrees  in 
perceptions,  and  hence  an  infinite  number  of  degrees  in  living 
things  (Ibid,  676).  Leibnitz,  however,  distinguishes  three 
kinds  :   beings  having  merely  life,  animals,  and  men. 
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The  merely  living  thing  is  the  monad  joined  to  an  appropriate  body. 
Its  perception  is  unconscious  and  both  perish  together.  Omne  corpus 
mens  est  momentanea.  The  second  degree  is  that  of  the  monad  endowed 
with  a  moie  distinct  perception,  i.e.  with  feeling  ;  such  a  monad  may  be 
called  a  soul  ;  when  united  to  its  proper  body  it  is  an  animal.  The  third 
degree  is  that  of  the  soul  endowed  with  reason  and  reflection,  or  minds 
(spirits).  The  spirits  are  characterized  by  knowledge  properly  so-called, 
by  self-knowledge,  by  the  possession  of  universal  truths,  and  consequently, 
the  possibility  of  demonstrative  knowledge. 

The  monads,  being  simple,  cannot  act  upon  one  another. 
How  then  can  these  beings  which  are  not  directly  related,  but 
independent  of  one  another,  form  a  whole,  or  cosmos  ?  And 
how,  amidst  this  universal  harmony,  are  the  partial  harmonies 
to  be  explained?  "Some  moderns  ha^e  not  seen  any  objection 
to  this  theory  of  a  single  and  universal  soul  which  absorbs  all  the 
others.  The  doctrine  of  pre-established  harmony  is  the  most 
effective  way  to  remedy  this  evil"  (Théod.,  Disc,  de  la  Coniform, 
de  la  liaison  et  de  la  Foi,  §  10). 

All  the  monads  are  in  reciprocal  agreement.  All  the  acts 
of  any  monad  whatever  are,  in  their  infinite  series,  in  relation 
to  all  the  acts  of  all  the  other  monads.  He  who  could  open 
out,  as  it  were,  the  folds  of  a  monad,  would  read  therein  the 
history  of  the  world  :  Burn  Deus  calculât  fit  mundus.  In  this 
way  the  unity  of  the  world  is  explained  :  each  monad  acts 
spontaneously,  on  its  own  account,  but  out  of  all  these  inde- 
pendent acts  arises  the  universal  harmony  which  was  the 
reason  of  its  being.  The  law"  governing  this  harmony  is  the 
Good,  the  subordination  of  that  wliich  is  less  good  to  what  is 
better.  In  this  way  the  partial  harmonies  as  well  as  the  total 
harmony  become  conceivable  ;  one  monad  is  more  perfect  than 
another  in  so  far  as  in  it  is  found  that  which  serves  to  account 
a  priori  for  all  that  takes  place  in  the  other.  All  the  monads 
of  the  human  body,  for  example,  are  independent,  but  in  the 
series  of  their  acts  they  harmonize  with  the  monad  soul,  and 
this  explains  both  the  visible  harmony  of  the  human  body  and 
its  relations  with  thought. 


The  Empiricists  :  Materialism  of  Hdbhes;  Locke's  indecision  ; 
Phenomenalism  of  Hume  and  Stuart  Mill. 

A  development  parallel   with  that  of   the   Idealism  which 
began   with  Descartes,   took    place   in    the   Empirical    School 


founded  by  Bacon.  Hobbes  was  a  bold  and  consistent 
Materialist.  Like  the  Stoics,  he  identifies  substance  with 
body  :  the  spiritual  is  the  non-existent,  a  mere  abstraction  ; 
and  all  phenomena  are  reducible  to  movements,  to  changes  of 
position  in  space.  There  can  be  no  causality  except  a  mechani- 
cal causality,  and  sensation  is  merely  the  motion  of  corporeal 
parts  produced  by  the  external  motion  of  things.  The  mind  is  a 
body,  all  the  phenomena  of  which  can  be  reduced  to  motions. 

"  Spirits  are  thin,  aerial,  invisible  bodies.  Spirit  and  incorporeal  are 
words  of  contradictory  signification.  If  men  give  to  God  such  a  title  {i.e. 
the  title  of  '  Spirit  incorporeal  ')  it  is  piously  to  honour  Him  with  attri- 
butes of  significations  as^  remote  as  they  can  from  the  grossness  of  bodies 
visible  "  (Leviathan^  I,  Ch.  II). 

Locke  holds  with  Descartes  that  an  inner  feeling  gives  me 
the  consciousness  of  myself. 

"  Self  is  that  conscious  thinking  thing,  whatever  substance  made  up  of 
(whether  spiritual  or  material,  simple  or  compounded,  it  matters  not), 
which  is  sensible  or  conscious  of  pleasure  and  pain,  capable  of  happiness 
or  misery,  and  so  is  concerned  for  itself,  as  far  as  that  consciousness 
extends"  {On  the  Human  Understajidiîig,  II,  xxvii,  §  17). 

My  Ego  is  characterized  by  consciousness  and  identity  ;  it 
extends,  in  a  way,  as  far  as  my  memory.  But  what  is  the  sub- 
stance of  the  soul  ?     On  this  point  Locke  is  very  cautious. 

No  one  has  any  idea  of  substance,  but  only  the  supposition  of  "  he 
knows  not  what  support  of  such  qualities  which  are  capable  of  producing 
simple  ideas  in  us  (Ch.  23,  §  2)  .  .  .  having  no  other  idea  or  notion  of 
matter,  but  something  wherein  those  many  sensible  qualities  which  affectX 
our  senses  do  subsist  ;  by  supposing  a  substance  wherein  thinking,  know-  \ 
ing,  doubting,  and  a  power  of  moving,  etc.,  do  subsist,  we  have  as  clear  a  J 
notion  of  the  substance  of  spirit  as  we  have  of  body  ;  the  one  being 
supposed  to  be  (without  knowing  what  it  is)  the  substratum  of  those 
simple  ideas  we  have  from  without,  and  the  other  supposed  (with  a  like 
ignorance  of  what  it  is)  to  be  the  substratum  of  the    operations   we 
experience  it  in  ourselves  within  .  .  .  and  therefore,  from  our  not  having 
any  notion  of  the  substance  of  spirit  we  can  no  T:nore  conclude  its  non- 
existence than  we  can  for  the  same  reason  deny  the  existence  of  body  " 
{Ibid.  §  5). 

In  each  case  we  assume  an  x,  an  unknown  quantity  ;  and 
hence,  while,  on  the  one  hand,  we  have  no  reason  to  deny 
the  existence  of  spiritual  substances,  it  is  not  impossible  on  the 
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other  hand  that  God  has  endowed  matter  with  the  faculty  of 
thought. 

"  We  have  the  ideas  of  matter  and  thinking,  but  possibly  shall  never  be 
able  to  know  whether  any  mere  material  being  thinks  or  no  ;  it  being 
impossible  for  us,  by  the  contemplation  of  our  own  ideas,  without  revela- 
tion, to  discover  whether  Omnipotency  has  not  given  to  some  systems  of 
matter,  fitly  disposed,  a  power  to  perceive  and  think,  or  else  joined  and 
fixed  to  matter  so  disposed  a  thinking,  immaterial  substance  "  {Ibid.  IV, 
iii,  §  6). 

Locke's  Empiricism  w^as  carried  to  its  ultimate  logical  con- 
■sequences  by  Hume.  There  must  be  always  some  impression 
to  give  rise  to  a  real  idea,  but  there  is  no  impression  corre- 
.sponding  to  the  idea  of  substance  ;  we  have  therefore  no 
knowledge  of  any  substance,  of  bodies  no  more  than  of  souls. 
The  Ego  is  neither  simple  nor  identical,  but  merely  an  ever- 
changing  series,  a  complex  collection  of  representations. 

**  If  anyone,  upon  serious  and  unprejudiced  reflection,  thinks  he  has  a 
diff'erent  notion  of  himself  I  must  confess  I  can  reason  no  longer  with 
him"  {Treatise  of  Human  Nature^  I,  iv,  6). 

And  yet  we  commonly  believe  in  the  identity  and  simplicity 
of  the  self.  Whence  arises  this  illusion  ?  Since  each  one  of  our 
perceptions  is  distinct  and  separate  from  the  others,  how  is  it 
that  they  are  joined  together  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  us  the 
idea  of  a  self -identical  Egol  This  subjective  appearance  is 
explained  by  the  laws  of  association.  Images  of  our  past 
sensations  are  unceasingly  being  presented  to  us  by  memory. 
These  images  form  a  chain  ;  and  through  habit  our  imagination 
goes  so  rapidly  from  one  link  of  this  chain  to  another,  that  the 
series  of  distinct  elements,  joined  as  it  were  end  to  end,  finally 
appears  to  us  as  a  solid,  continuous  whole.  Thus  memory  not 
only  reveals  to  us  our  identity,  but  takes  part  in  its  production. 
The  relation  of  cause  and  effect  completes  the  work  of  determining 
the  notion  of  the  Ego  by  binding  together  its  elements.  Impres- 
sions give  rise  to  ideas  corresponding  to  them,  and  ideas  in  their 
turn  produce  other  impressions.  Our  mental  states  are  thus 
linked  together  according  to  the  laws  of  a  determinism  by 
which  thought  is  led  from  one  state  to  another.  My  present 
pleasure  or  pain  leads  me  to  reflect  on  an  action  already  done; 
and,  similarly,  in  forming  a  resolution  in  the  present,  I  foresee 


the  future  pleasure  which  I  expect  to  derive  from  it.  Thus 
the  law  of  causality  gives  to  the  Ego  at  once  an  extension  and 
a  unity  which  it  could  not  derive  from  memory  alone. 

"  But  having  once  acquired  this  notion  of  causation  from  the  memory^ 
we  can  extend  the  same  chain  of  causes,  and,  consequently,  the  identity  of 
our  persons,  beyond  our  memoiy  ;  and  can  comprehend  times,  and  circum- 
stances, and  actions,  which  we  have  entirely  forgot,  but  suppose  in  general 
to  have  existed.  How  few  of  our  past  actions  are  there  of  which  we  have 
any  memory  ?  Who  can  tell  me,  for  instance,  what  were  his  thoughts  and 
actions  on  the  1st  of  January,  1715,  the  11th  of  March,  1719,  and  the  3rd 
of  August,  1733?  Or  will  he  affirm,  because  he  has  entirely  forgot  the 
incidents  of  those  days,  that  the  present  self  is  not  the  same  person  with 
the  self  of  that  time  ;  and  by  that  means  overturn  all  the  most  established 
notions  of  personal  identity  ?  In  this  view%  therefore,  memory  does  not 
so  much  produce  as  discover  personal  identity  by  showing  us  the  relation 
of  cause  and  effect  among  our  different  perceptions  "  (Ibid.), 

Our  belief  in  the  real  simplicity  of  the  self  is  explained  in 
the  same  way  as  our  belief  in  its  real  identity.  An  ol)ject,  the 
different  co-existing  parts  of  which  are  closely  joined  together, 
appears  to  the  imagination  as  a  perfectly  simple  and  indivisible 
object.  In  a  word,  mind  is  a  collection  of  internal  phenomena,^ 
which,  given  the  laws  of  imagination,  necessarily  appears  as  a 
simple  and  identical  substance. 

Stuart  Mill  adopts  Hume's  theory  : 

"  Oui'  notion  of  mind,  as  well  as  of  matter,  is  the  notion  of  a  permanent 
something,  contrasted  with  the  perpetual  flux  of  the  sensations  and  other 
feelings,  or  mental  states,  which  we  refer  to  it  ;  a  something  which  we 
figure  as  remaining  the  same,  while  the  particular  feelings  through  which 
it  reveals  its  existence  change.  .  .  .  The  belief  I  entertain  that  my  mind 
exists  when  it  is  not  feeling,  nor  thinking,  nor  conscious  of  its  own  exis- 
tence, resolves  itself  into  the  belief  of  the  Permanent  Possibility  of  the 
state.  .  .  .  Thus  far,  there  seems  no  hindrance  to  oui-  regarding  mind  as 
nothing  but  the  series  of  our  sensations  (to  which  must  now  be  added  our 
internal  feelings)  as  they  actually  occur,  with  the  addition  of  infinite  possi- 
bilities of  feeling,  requiring  for  their  actual  realization  conditions  which 
may  or  may  not  take  place,  but  which,  as  possibilities,  are  always  in  exis- 
tence, and  in  many  of  them  present"  (Mill,  Exam,  of  Hamilton^  Ch.  XII,. 
pp.  205,  206). 

But  Stuart  Mill  perceives  in  his  own  theory  a  difficulty 
which  he  admits  to  be  insurmountable. 

"  If  therefore  we  speak  of  the  mind  as  a  series  of  feelings,  we  are  obliged 
to  complete  the  statement,  by  calling  it  a  series  of  feelings  which  is  aware 
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of  itself  as  past  and  future  ;  and  we  are  reduced  to  the  alternative  of 
believing  that  the  Mind,  or  Ego,  is  something  différent  from  any  series 
of  feelings,  or  of  possibilities  of  them,  or  of  accepting  the  paradox,  that 
something  which,  ex  hypothesis  is  but  a  series  of  feelings,  can  be  aware  of 
itself  as  a  series"  {Ibid,  pp.  212,  213). 


I* 


French  Materialism  in  the  ISth  Century,  and  German 
Materialism  in  the  19th  Century. 

The  doctrine  of  Materialism  is  not,  as  some  suppose,  an 
empirical  doctrine.  Locke,  Hume,  and  all  the  Empiricists 
recognize  the  impossibility  of  reaching  substance.  Science 
does  not  require  any  metaphysical  system,  since  it  only  deals 
with  phenomena  ;  and  it  is  a  mere  illusion  on  the  part  of  the 
materialists,  when  they  believe  themselves  to  speak  in  the 
name  of  science.  J)e  la  Mettrie  {Histoire  Naturelle  de  l'Ame, 
r Homme-machine)  dwells  on  the  relations  between  the  soul  and 
the  organism,  and  on  their  parallel  development,  and  in  this 
way  he  tries  to  reduce  mind  to  body.      Helvetius  and  Saint- 

(  Lambert  shared  his  views.  D'Holbach  identifies  matter  with 
force  :  everything  is  material  and  everything  is  active.  This 
doctrine  ends  in  a  sort  of  Dynamical  Materialism,  in  which  the 
Epicurean  Atomism  is  combined  with  the  Hylozoism  of  the 
earliest  Greek  philosophers.  The  soul  is  not  distinguishable 
from  the  brain  ;  thought  consists  in  the  hidden,  imperceptible 
movements  of  the  finest  fibres  of  the  brain.  It  is  the  differ- 
ence in  brains  that  causes  the  difference  in  minds  :  the  soul 
is  merely  the  resultant  of  the  organic  mechanism. 

The  remarkable  progress  which  has  been  made  in  our  time 
in  the  physiology  of  the  nervous  system,  has  not  unnaturally 
brought  about  a  revival  of  Materialism.  But,  though 
physiology  continues  to  determine  with  increasing  precision 
the  relations  between  physical  and  mental  facts,  between  the 
organism  and  thought,  the  materialistic  theory  of  the  soul  has 
not  changed,  and  depends  entirely  on  the  same  aphorisms  : 
'*  Spiritual  activities  are  merely  the  functions  of  the  brain, 
that  is,  of  a  material  substance  "  (Karl  Vogt,  Kdhlcrglauhe 
i  and  Wissen,  1854).  "Thought  is  to  the  brain  what  bile  is  to 
the  liver,  or  urine  to  the  kidneys"  (Moleschott,  Kreislauf  des 
Lebens,  1852). 

Now  the  facts  which  have  been  collected  by  physiology 
and  pathology  are  most  interesting,  but  they  in  no  way  prove 


the  theory  of  Materialism.  To  Karl  Vogt's  naive  assertion 
"  that  physiology  is  categorically  opposed  to  an  individual 
immortality,  and  in  general  to  all  the  hypotheses  referring 
to  the  existence  of  a  distinct  soul  "  (Ibid.),  it  is  enough  to  reply 
in  the  modest  and  profound  words  of  Dubois  Eeymond  :  "  As 
regards  the  enigma:  what  is  force  ?  what  is  matter  ?  and  how 
are  they  capable  of  thought  ?  Naturalism  must  resign  itself 
once  for  all  to  the  decree  :   Ignorabimus." 

Kant  :  Paralogisms  of  Pure  Reason  ;  Impossibility  of  Passing 
from  the  Unity  and  Identity  of  the  Ego  to  the  Unity  and  Identity 
of  a  Spiritual  Substance. 

The  hypothesis  of  a  world-soul  was  suggested  to  philosophers 
by  the  unity  of  the  universe,  as  the  hypothesis  of  a  human  soul 
is  suggested  by  the  unity  of  thought.  According  to  Kant, 
thought  and  the  world  are  interdependent  (see  Vol.  I,  Ch.  IV, 
Problem  of  Reason)]  the  unity  of  thought  constitutes  the  unity  of 
the  world,  which  alone  renders  thought  possible.  In  knowledge, 
we  must  distinguish  the  matter  and  the  form.  The  matter  is 
given  by  sense  and  consists  of  all  phenomena  ;  the  form  is  the 
subjective  laws,  which  out  of  this  chaos  of  elements  make  a 
coherent  whole.  Thus,  instead  of  a  world-soul,  we  have  in  Kant 
the  categories  of  the  understanding,  which,  being  applied  to 
phenomena,  form  the  inflexible  determinism  which  makes 
knowledge  possible,  and  gives  reality  to  the  universe.  In  the 
same  way,  in  the  Critique  of  Pure  Reaso7i  the  human  soul  also 
resolves  itself  into  laws  of  thought. 

We  can  no  more  infer  from  the  Ugo  of  which  I  am  conscious, 
from  the  one  and  identical  thought,  the  existence  of  a  soul  which 
is  a  substance,  than  we  can  from  the  unity  of  the  universe  infer 
a  soul  of  the  world. 

"  In  this  process  of  rational  psychology,  there  lurks  a  paralogism  which 
may  be  represented  by  the  following  syllogism  :  That  which  cannot  be 
conceived  otherwise  than  as  a  subject,  does  not  exist  otherwise  than  as  a 
subject,  and  is  therefore  a  substance.  A*  thinking  being,  considered  as 
such,  cannot  be  considered  otherwise  than  as  a  subject.  Therefore  it 
exists  also  as  such — only,  that  is,  as  a  substance.  The  thinking  is  taken  in 
each  of  the  two  premises  in  a  totally  different  meaning.  In  the  major, 
it  refers  to  an  object  in  general  (and  therefore  also  as  it  may  be  given 
in  intuition),  but  in  the  minor,  only  as  it  exists  in  its  relation  to  self- 
consciousness,  where  no  object  is  thought  of,  but  where  we  only  represent 
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the  relation  to  the  self  as  the  subject  (as  the  form  of  thought).  In  the 
former,  things  are  spoken  of  that  cannot  be  conceived  otherwise  than  as 
subjects  ;  while  in  the  second  we  do  not  speak  of  things  but  of  the 
thinking  (abstraction  being  made  of  all  objects),  wherein  the  Ego  always 
serves  as  the  subject  of  consciousness  "  {Cntique  of  Pure  Reason^  Transe. 
Dialeetic,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  I). 

Thought  appears  to  itself  as  one  and  identical  ;  this  is  the 
condition  of  its  very  existence.  From  this  we  learn  nothing  new; 
he  who  says  "  thought,"  says  "  subject  perceiving  itself,  and 
knowing  itself  in  the  series  of  its  successive  ideas";  the  judg- 
ment is  an  analytic  judgment.  This  general  unity  of  thought, 
this  transcendental  apperception  is  the  first  condition  which 
determines  all  the  categories,  all  the  forms  of  thought.  These 
have  meaning  and  value  only  because  they  are  the  means 
which  co-operate  in  producing  the  unity  of  consciousness.  But 
it  is  only  by  a  paralogism,  by  a  sophistical  use  of  the  principle 
of  substance,  that  rational  psychology  professes  to  pass  from 
the  Ego  of  consciousness  to  the  soul,  from  the  phenomenal  to 
the  noumenal  Ego,  and  to  transform  an  analytic  judgment  which 
merely  unfolds  the  concept  of  thought,  into  a  synthetic  judg- 
ment which  presents  the  Ego  T  am  conscious  of  as  a  single  and 
self-identical  substance. 

"Thus  if  Materialism  was  inadequate  to  explain  my  existence,  Spiritual- 
ism is  equally  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  the  conclusion  is,  that,  in 
no  way  whatsoever  can  we  know  anything  of  the  nature  of  our  soul,  so 
far  as  the  possibility  of  its  separate  existence  is  concerned.  And  how 
indeed  should  it  be  possible  by  means  of  that  unity  of  consciousness  which 
we  only  know  because  it  is  indispensable  to  us  for  the  very  possibility  of 
experience,  to  get  beyond  experience  (our  existence  in  life)  and  even 
to  extend  our  knowledge  to  the  nature  of  all  thinking  beings  in  general, 
by  the  empirical,  but,  with  reference  to  every  kind  of  intuition,  undeter- 
mined proposition,  "  I  think."  .  .  .  We  see  from  all  this,  that  rational 
psychology  owes  its  origin  to  a  mere  misunderstanding.  The  unity  of 
consciousness,  on  which  the  categories  are  founded,  is  mistaken  for  an 
intuition  of  the  subject  as  object,  and  the  category  of  substance  applied 
to  it.  But  that  unity  is  only  the  unity  in  thought,  by  which  alone  no 
object  is  given,  and  to  which,  therefore,  the  category  of  substance,  which 
always  presupposes  a  given  intuition,  cannot  be  applied,  and,  therefore, 
the  subject  cannot  be  known  "  {Ibid.). 

Are  we,  then,  condemned  to  know  nothing  of  our  own 
nature  ?  Science  inevitably  leaves  us  in  the  world  of  pheno- 
mena ;  but  if  we  turn  from  pure  reason   to  practical  reason, 


from  the  faculty  of  thought  to  the  faculty  of  action,  moral 
faith  will  throw  new  light  on  our  nature.  The  idea  of  duty 
implies  the  freedom  of  the  will.  As  a  moral  being  subject  to 
the  law  of  duty,  man  is  independent  of  the  mechanical  laws  of 
nature  ;  he  is  a  person,  and  belongs  to  the  kingdom  of  ends-in- 
themselves,  of  noumena.  The  mind  which  feels  and  thinks 
perceives  itself  only  as  a  phenomenon,  the  mind  which  wills 
and  acts  knows  itself  as  a  noumenon.  For  pure  reason, 
the  mind  is  merely  the  phenomenon  of  an  unknown  thing-in- 
itself;  for  practical  reason,  the  mind  is  an  autonomous  and 
free  being. 

Return  to  Metaphysics.    Fichte,  Schelling,  and  Hegel  :  Absolute 
Spirit. 

Kant  had  closed  the  world  of  noumena  against  intelligence; 
yet  out  of  his  philosophy  arose  the  boldest  Idealism.     Fichte\ 
abolishes  these  unknown  and  unknowable  things-in-themselves.  ) 
What    remains  ?      The    mind,    the    Ego.      From    this    single 
principle  all  things  must  be  deduced.    But  this  absolute  Ego,  the 
starting  point  of  philosophic  deduction,  is  not  to  be  confounded 
with  the  individual  empirical  Ego,  revealed  to  us  by  conscious- 
ness.     The  absolute  Ego  is  known  by  an  intellectual  intuition 
which  is  the  immediate  consciousness  of  action.     "  The  will  is 
the  very  essence  of  reason,  the  practical  power  is  the  deepest 
root   of  the  Fgo.'*     The  mind   is  activity,  energy,  and  this 
activity    is    reality   itself.       "  The  conscious  subject  and   the 
principle  of  reality  are  identical."     The  mind  makes  all  that  it 
knows  ;  it  knows  because  it  acts,  and  in  every  act  of  cognition 
it  knows  itself,  in  all  knowledge  it  knows  something  concerning 
itself.     As  the  Ego  alone  exists,  the  science  of  the  mind  is  the 
science  of  reality.     The  sensible  world  is  an  illusion  born  of  the 
play  of  the  forms  and  categories,  which  opposes  to  the  Ego,  and 
yet  within  the  Ego,  something  that  seems  external  to  it.     But 
the  illusion  is  a  necessary  one,  and  springs  from  the  nature  of 
spirit  and  its  ends.     In  the  same  way,  from  the  absolute  Ego,  as 
a  necessary  moment  in  its  development,  and  from  the  Non-ego 
posited  by  the  Ego,  the  real  plurality  of  the  individual  Egos  is 
deduced.     Thus  for  Fichte   the  only  reality  is   the  spiritual 
reality,  the  Absolute  Ego,  the  universal  soul  whose  essence  is 
activity  and  which  in  its  development  sets  opposite  to  itself 
II.  o 
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/an    external    and    illusory   world,   and    divides    itself  into    a 
j  plurality  of  free  and  active  beings. 

Fichte,  being  concerned  solely  with  the  moral  life,  admitted 
the  actuality  of   spiritual  reality  alone.     Schelling,  who  was 
well  versed  in  natural  science,  endeavoured  to  escape  from  this 
subjectivity,  and  to    restore    reality    to    the    world    without 
I  separating   it   from    the   mind.      The   real  and  the  ideal,  the 
j  objective  and  subjective,  are,  as  it  were,  the  two  poles  of  the 
I  Absolute.     The  task  of   philosophy  is    to    evolve  alternately 
\  Nature  from  intelligence,  and  intelligence  from  Nature,  and  thus 
\to  establish  the  identity  of  the  two  terms;  philosophy  is  com- 
pleted by  the  science  of  the  Beautiful  which  is  created  by  the 
simultaneous  operation  of  the  conscious  and  the  unconscious, 
blended  in   the   inspiration  of   genius.     The   unity   and   pro- 
gress of  the  world  can  only  be    explained  by  a    world-soul 
{Weltseele),  a  plastic  principle  which  organizes  the   universe. 
This  world-soul,  this  Absolute,  which  in  its  indifference  embraces 
and  reconciles  the  subject  and  the  object,  is  apprehended  by 
us  in  an  intellectual  intuition  (intellectuelle  Anschauung),  of  our 
deepest    being.     That   which    in    our  minds  arrives   at   self- 
consciousness  is  the  very  activity   which    in   Nature  created 
/  the  universe.      Matter  is   spirit   with   its    fire    extinguished. 
Eeality  is  the  evolution  of  the  Absolute,  the  life  of  the  universal 
,  soul  ;  and  philosophy  is  the  history  of  God.     Mind  can  only  be 
\  tmderstood  by  a  construction  of  the  universe  :  the  plurality  of 
I  souls  is  only  a  means  employed  by  the  Absolute  to  develop 
!  itself  by  becoming  more  and  more  conscious  of  itself  and  of  its 
freedom. 

Hegel  holds  with  Schelling  that  all  things  come  from  the 
Absolute,  but  he  reproaches  his  predecessor  with  having  posited 
the  Absolute  without  defining  it  :  das  Absolute  sei  wie  aus  der 
Pistole  geschossen,  (hfe  Absolute  was,  as  it  were,  shot  out  of  a 
pistol).  For  Hegel  the  Absolute  is  the  Idea,  reality  is  the 
Truth.  Consciousness  is  only  a  moment  in  the  evolution  of 
Being.  To  absolute  knowledge,  being  and  thought  are  identical  ; 
the  rational  is  the  real,  the  real  is  the  rational.  Metaphysics 
is  a  system  of  Logic.  Hegel's  Logic  develops  the  system  of  the 
concepts  which  express  all  the  developments  of  nature  and  of 
spirit.  His  method  is  a  dialectic,  proceeding  by  thesis, 
antithesis,    and    synthesis,  and    thus    advancing    from    contra- 


dictions to  ever  fuller  and  more  complex  recon(||^iations;  a  real 
dialectic  which  is  not  created  by  consciousness,  but  whose 
movement  is  the  same  as  the  movement  of  the  evolution  of 
things.  The  Logic,  in  an  unbroken  dialectical  chain,  leads  to  the 
Philosophy  of  Nature,  that  is  to  say  to  the  Idea  estranged,  as  it 
were,  from  itself;  and  this  again  leads  to  the  Philosophy  of 
Spirit,  or  to  the  Idea  which  has  returned  from  nature  to  itself, 
and  assumes,  along  with  possession  of  itself,  an  existence  that 
is  independent. 

The  development  of  Spirit  is  the  logical  process  which  . 
leads  it  from  dependence  on  nature  to  freedom,  which  is  its 
essence.  The  moments  of  this  progress  are  the  Subjective 
Spirit,  the  Objective  Spirit  and  the  Absolute  Spirit.  The  Sub- 
jective Spirit  as  depending  on  nature  and  on  the  body  (human 
temperament,  sleep,  etc.)  is  the  object  of  Anthropology.  Pheno-- 
menology  deals  with  the  Subjective  Spirit  in  its  progressive 
elevation  towards  reason;  Psychology  considers  it  in  its  specula- 
tive and  practical  powers.  Intelligence  emancipates  itself 
speculatively  when  it  recognizes  that  all  is  reason  realized  ; 
practically,  when  its  content  is  determined  by  will. 

The  unity  of  will  and  thought  is  the  active  energy  of  a 
freedom  that  determines  itself.  The  essence  of  morality  is 
will  taking  reason  as  its  end  ;  which  means  that  the  mind  is 
free  when  it  recognizes  that  it  creates  everything,  when,  con- 
sequently, it  wills  everything  that  it  creates  ;  in  other  w^ords, 
when  the  Idea,  conscious  of  itself  and  of  its  products,  recognizes 
itself  as  God  in  the  spirit.  Objective  Spirit  consists  in  the  pro- 
ducts of  the  will  :  customs,  laws,  states.  Absohite  Spirit  is  Art, 
which  is  the  Idea  appearing  in  a  determinate  form  ;  Religion, 
which  is  the  form  under  which  the  Absolute  appears  to  imagin- 
ation and  to  feeling;  Philosophy,  which  is  the  idea  thinking 
itself,  truth  knowing  itself,  conscious  reason.  The  divine  Spirit 
finds  itself  again  and  comes  to  rest  in  Hegel's  mind  and  in 
that  of  his  disciples.  The  truth,  which  is  now  the  soul,  is  God  ^ 
Himself. 

Scottish  and  French  Spiritualism, 

In  the  meantime  a  less  ambitious  philosophy  was  being 
developed  in  Scotland  and  France.  Keid,  the  founder  of  the 
Scottish    school,   appealed    to   common   sense  as  a  means   of 
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escape  from  the  scepticism  of  Hume.  "  I  take  it  for  granted 
that  all  the  thoughts  that  I  am  conscious  of  or  remember,  are 
the  thoughts  of  one  and  the  same  thinking  principle,  which  I 
call  myself,  or  my  mind  "  {On  the  Intell.  Powers,  I,  Ch.  II).  He 
endeavours,  nevertheless,  to  prove  by  logic  the  existence  of  the 
soul  which  he  had  begun  by  assuming  without  discussion. 
Starting  from  a  common-sense  principle,  he  says  :  "  Every 
action  or  operation  therefore  supposes  an  agent  ;  every 
quality  supposes  a  subject.  *  .  .  We  do  not  give  the  name  of 
mind  to  thought,  reason,  or  desire,  but  to  that  being  which 
thinks,  which  reasons,  which  desires  "  (Ibid.).  In  order  to 
determine  the  nature  of  the  soul  he  reasons  from  phenomena 
to  an  underlying  substance.  "  My  personal  identity  therefore 
implies  the  continued  existence  of  that  indivisible  thing  which 
I  call  myself." 

Koyer-CoUard  accepted  the  doctrines  of  Eeid.  Maine 
de  Biran  insists  strongly  on  the  difference  between  the 
knowledge  of  self  which  is  immediate  and  direct,  and  our 
knowledge  of  external  things  which  is  mediate  and  indirect. 
The  soul  considered  in  its  substance  is  an  unknown  quantity, 
but,  through  reflection  on  itself,  the  subject  knows  itself  as  a 
cause,  and  distinguishes  itself  from  all  its  phenomena.  In  the 
primitive  fact  of  effort,  the  Ugo  already  apprehends  itself  in  its 
antithesis  to  the  No7i-ego,  and  consequently  posits  itself  in  its 
opposition  to  that  which  is  not  itself.  Jouffroy,  who  at  first 
followed  Eeid  in  his  inference  of  substance  from  phenomena, 
finally  associated  himself  with  this  theory,  according  to  which, 
it  is  through  intuitive  reflection  alone  that  we  reach  the  Ego. 
M.  Eavaisson,  developing  Maine  de  Biran 's  ideas,  maintains 
that  reflection  does  not  give  us,  besides  itself,  some  unknown 
substance  ;  but  that  it  apprehends  that  very  essence  of  the  soul 
which  is,  in  the  first  place,  force,  and  finally  love,  since  force 
presupposes  a  tendency.  At  the  same  time  he  insists  on  the 
incessant  passage  of  life  into  thought,  and  he  abandons  the 
Cartesian  dualism  for  a  doctrine  which  approaches  the  theories 
of  Leibnitz  and  Schelling. 

Conxilusion. 

The  hypothesis  of  a  soul  is  suggested  by  the  necessity 
of  finding  a  reason  both  for   the   unity  of  the    universe  and 
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for  the  unity  of  the  body  and  of  thought.  Hence  the  hypo- 
thesis of  a  universal  soul  and  of  individual  souls.  The  theory 
of  a  world-soul  is  apt  to  reappear  whenever  men  have  tried  to 
dispense  with  a  creative  and  providential  God.  Materialism, 
Empiricism,  Criticism,  Spiritualism  are,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
chief  solutions  which  have  been  proposed.  Materialism,  evading 
the  question,  leaves  us  only  a  principle  of  division  and  multi- 
plicity, which  it  has  not  even  succeeded  in  defining.  Empiricism, 
by  developing  in  its  analyses  the  data  of  the  problem — which 
it  refuses  to  attack — has  assisted  in  making  the  problem  stand 
out  more  clearly.  Criticism,  in  the  a  priori  forms  of  thought, 
provides  an  explanation  of  both  the  concatenation  of  phenomena 
and  the  unity  of  the  mind.  The  different  metaphysical 
hypotheses  are  the  result  of  repeated  efforts  to  find  for  the 
harmony  of  the  universe,  as  for  the  unity  of  the  body  and 
the  human  mind,  a  real  principle  which  would  be  their 
sufficient  reason. 


CHAPTER    IV 

THE  RELATIONS  BETWEEN  MATTER  AND  MIND 

Those  systems  of  philosophy  which  exclude  dualism  are  yet 
obliged  to  account  in  some  way  for  the  appearances  which 
have  suggested  the  hypothesis  of  two  ultimate  substances. 
Every  metaphysical  theory  admits  the  existence  of  an  active 
and  a  passive  principle,  and  seeks  in  the  relations  of  these 
two  terms  an  explanation  of  nature  and  of  human  life.  What 
we  have  then  to  look  for  in  History  are  the  solutions  succes- 
sively proposed  for  the  problem  which  in  its  acute  form,  so  to 
speak,  becomes  the  problem  of  the  intercommunication  of 
substances.  In  this  way  we  shall  complete  our  summary  of 
the  essential  elements  in  the  great  metaphysical  theories 
concerning  nature  and  man. 

Pre-Socratic  Philosophy:  Confusion  between  Active  and 
Passive  Principles. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  first  Greek  philosophers  had  no  clear 
conception  of  the  distinction  between  matter  and  mind.  The 
element  whose  evolution  constituted  the  world,  was  at  once 
matter  and  force.  Thaïes'  fluid  principle  was  a  living,  divine 
thing  (Arist.  De  Anim.  411  a,  7).  The  air  of  Anaximenes  was 
in  perpetual  motion,  and  was  God  (Cic.  Be  Nat.  Deor.  1,  10). 
Diogenes  of  Apollonius,  to  explain  the  order  of  the  world, 
contents  himself  with  making  intelligence  an  attribute  of  the 
material  element  (air),  which,  according  to  him,  constitutes 
the  substance  of  things  (Simplic,  In  Phys.  36 J).  With 
Heraclitus,  fire  is  at  once  the  primary  element  of  things,  the 
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principle  of  motion  by  its  incessant  transformation  and 
by  the  law  of  the  union  of  contraries  immanent  in  it,  and 
the  principle  of  harmony.  In  man,  body  and  mind  are 
distinguished,  but  this  distinction  does  not  go  so  far  as  to 
represent  them  as  opposite  substances.  Body  is  fire  densified  : 
spirit  is  the  primitive  fire  in  its  purity  (Arist.  De  Anima. 
1,  2,  405  a,  25). 

The  distinction  between  the  corporeal  and  the  incorporeal 
was  unknown  to  the  Eleatics  also.  Parmenides  describes 
Being  as  a  continuous,  homogeneous,  limited  mass,  extending 
in  every  direction  equally  from  its  centre  (V,  102  sq.). 
Thought,  to  him,  was  not  distinct  from  Being;  outside  of 
Being  there  was  nothing,  and  all  thought  was  thought  of 
Being  (V,  94). 

The  Pythagorean  cosmology  was  based  on  the  principle  of 
order  and  harmony.  The  earth  was  not  the  centre  of  the 
universe,  because  of  itself  it  is  without  light.  The  central  fire 
was  luminous  and  motionless,  because  light  and  rest  stand  in  the 
series  of  things  that  are  good.  Are  we  to  understand  from 
this  that  for  the  Pythagoreans  the  principle  of  harmony  was 
something  distinct  from  the  matter  which  it  governs?  Certainly 
not.  What  we  find  in  the  world  is  the  quality  of  the  elements 
which  constitute  it.  If  all  things  are  made  of  Numbers  it  is 
because  Number  is  the  substance  of  things.  "  Undoubtedly," 
says  Aristotle,  "  they  appear  to  consider  Number  to  be  a  first 
principle,  and,  as  it  were,  a  material  cause  of  things,  and  of 
their  divers  modifications  and  habits  "  (Aristotle,  Metaph.  Book 
V,  5, 986  a,  15). 

In  the  doctrine  of  Democritus,  motion  was  eternal,  and 
therefore  the  hypothesis  of  any  motor  cause  distinct  from 
matter  was  superfluous.  The  soul  consisted  of  atoms  which 
were  connected  with  its  moving  and  life-giving  power,  and 
filled  the  whole  universe.  The  air  contained  a  great  deal 
of  soul  and  of  reason,  because  it  contained  a  great  many 
psychical  atoms  :  ev  yap  tw  aepi  ttoXvv  àpi6f/.ov  eii/ai  twv 
TOLovTwv,  a.  KoXei  €K€Îvoç  vovv  Koi  ^v^v  (Arist.  De  Resp. 
c.  4).  Ignited  atoms  engendered  motion  and  life  through 
their  physical  properties,  and  when  accumulated  in  a  great 
mass  they  produced  thought,  which  was  merely  a  kind  of 
motion.      The   human   soul    being   an   extended   thing,   there 
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was  no  difficulty  in  placing  it  in  the  body  ;  it,  in  fact,  per- 
vaded the  whole  body. 

Enipedocles  distinguishes  from  his  four  material  elements, 
two  moving  forces,  love  and  hate  ;  .  the  former  joins  and 
combines  the  elements,  while  the  latter  separates  them 
(V,  80  5^.).  However,  he  treats  these  two  forces  at  one 
time  as  mythological  beings,  at  another  as  corporeal  elements 
mixed  with  things. 

Anaxagoras  was  the  first  to  distinguish  the  force  which 
moves,  from  the  matter  which  is  moved.  He  sets  above 
the  elements  the  Intelligence  which  governs  them,  but  his 
'Novç  has  still  something  of  a  natural  or  impersonal  cor- 
poreal force.  It  is  the  purest,  the  most  subtle  of  things  : 
XeTTTOTarov  re  irâvTOùv  y^prjinaTwv  kol  KaSapwraTOV  (Fr.  6), 
and  seems  to  penetrate  all  things  like  an  extended  fluid. 
Indeed,  Socrates  (Fhaedo,  98  h)  and  Aristotle  (Met.  1,  4,  985  a, 
18)  reproach  Anaxagoras  with  having  made  no  use  of  the 
principle  which  he  invented,  with  having  only  made  intelligence 
intervene  when  he  was  unable  to  discover  the  mechanical 
causes  of  a  phenomenon. 

To  sum  up  :  the  distinction  between  matter  and  force 
was  not  perceived  either  by  the  old  Ionic  philosophers,  or  the 
Pythagoreans,  or  the  Eleatics.  Democritus  got  rid  of  the 
problem  by  boldly  carrying  back  the  origin  of  motion  to 
infinity.  With  Empedocles,  and,  more  clearly  still,  with 
Anaxagoras,  the  notions  of  matter  and  force  began  to  be 
distinguished,  but  the  notion  of  force  itself  was  still  very 
vague,  and  its  action  on  matter  could  only  be  explained  by 
mixing  it  with  the  latter,  as  if  it  were  a  kind  of  extended 
fluid. 

It  is  not  easy  to  say  what  was  Socrates'  conception 
of  matter  and  of  its  relation  to  mind  ;  for  though  he 
willingly  dwelt  on  the  proofs  of  design  in  nature,  he  did 
not  trouble  himself  much  with  the  greater  metaphysical 
problems.  The  universe,  he  said,  was  a  work  of  art 
which  presupposed  a  Divine  Artist  ;  and  as  for  God's 
relation  to  the  world,  we  have  a  kind  of  experience  of  it 
in  the  relation  of  our  soul  to  our  body  (Mem,  I,  iv,  17). 
This  was  not  a  solution  of  the  problem,  but  merely  another 
way  of  expressing  it. 
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Plato:  Matter  is  Non-heing ;  the  Bodily  Mechanism  is  sub- 
ordinate to  the  Ends  of  the  Soul, 

Matter  for  Plato  was  Non- being.  In  his  system  there 
is,  consequently,  only  one  reality,  one  substance,  which  is 
the  Idea  ;  phenomena  are  "  rays  of  the  Ideas,  broken 
up  in  the  void  and  obscurity  of  infinite  space"  (Zeller). 
But  whence  are  we  to  derive  Non-being  ?  From  the 
Idea?  But  this  would  be  to  deduce  N'on-being  from  Being. 
If  the  Idea  alone  is  real  all  the  reality  of  the  sensible  world 
must  be  in  the  Idea.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  Idea  is 
immutable  and  eternal,  if  it  is  above  plurality,  above  becoming, 
what  is  sensible  cannot  flow  from  it.  Now,  we  seem  to 
be  logically  brought  back  to  dualism.  Matter  is  not  absolute 
Non-being,  for  it  limits  the  being  of  the  Idea  in  the  sensible 
world.  Plato  appears  to  oppose  matter  to  the  Idea,  as  if  it 
w^ere  an  obstacle,  or  limit,  as  something  which  is  external 
to  the  idea,  and  into  which  the  idea  never  entirely  penetrates. 
And  if  it  is  difficult  to  understand  how  the  sensible  world  is 
derived  from  the  world  of  Ideas,  the  question  of  the  actual 
relation  between  these  two  worlds  is  not  less  obscure  in 
Plato. 

In  the  existence  of  the  Ideas,  there  is  nothing  surprising, 
since,  by  their  very  definition,  these  Ideas  constitute  the  whole 
of  reality  ;  but  what  is  the  use  of  the  sensible  world  which 
exists  alongside  of  the  ideal  one,  and  what  is  this  other  reality 
which  is  not  reality  ?  Plato  thinks  he  solves  this  problem 
by  his  theory  of  Participation  (iméOe^iç).  Sensible  things 
«xist  only  in  so  far  as  they  participate  in  the  Ideas.  But  how 
does  this  /méOe^iç  take  place  ?  How  is  it  possible  ?  How  can 
the  One  and  the  Many,  the  immutable  and  the  becoming.  Being 
and  Non-being,  what  is  in  space  and  what  is  above  space, — 
how  can  these  contradictory  terms  be  joined  together  and 
combined  in  the  unity  of  appearance  ;  and  how  is  their 
relation  to  one  another  in  this  unity  to  be  conceived  ?  (see 
Zeller). 

In  the  TimaeuSy  cosmology  prepares  the  way  for  psychology. 
The  cosmos,  which  is  a  system  of  spheres  in  rotation,  is  a 
living  thing;  it  possesses  a  soul  and  a  body.  The  cosmic 
soul  is  endowed  with  spontaneous  motion  and  with  know- 
ledge ;   extending  throughout  the  world  from  its  centre  to  its 
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extremities,  this  soul  moves  the  world  in  moving  itself.  It 
is  quite  certain  that  Plato  does  not  mean  this  theory  to 
be  taken  literally,  and  that  in  it  many  mythical  notions 
are  interwoven  with  the  philosophers  true  conception.  In 
man  the  soul  is  higher  than  the  body,  and  can  exist  with- 
out it,  since  it  existed  before  it.  The  soul  fulfils  without 
the  intervention  of  the  body,  its  highest  function,  which 
is  pure  thought.  On  the  other  hand,  the  two  terms  are 
not  altogether  unconnected. 

In  the  first  place,  the  body  is  to  be  regarded  as  the   instrument   of 
the  soul,  which  existed  before  the  body,  and  therefore  Ciinnot  be  its 
harmony.     Far  from  being  its  effect,  the  soul  is  rather  the  cause  of  the 
organization  of  the  body,  and  it  is  in  the  needs,  in  the  functions  of  the 
soul,  that  we  are  to  look  for  the  reason  of  the  bodily  mechanism.     The 
soul'  is    divided   into   three   parts  :    vovs,    Ov^o^,    linOvfxla.      The    vovç 
is  situated  in  the  head  ;  the  seat  of  the  rational  soul  is  the  brain  {Tim. 
73  d)  ;  this  higher  soul  is  composed  of  the  same  elements  as  the  cosmic 
soul,  is  endowed  with  the  same  properties  of  spontaneous  motion  and 
knowledge,  and  performs  in  the  head,  which  is  a  kind  of  microcosm,  the 
same  harmonic  evolutions.     The  6>v/xos  is  placed  in  the  breast,  between 
the  vous  and  the  ^Tndvfiia,  in  order  to  carry  out  more   properly  the 
orders  of  the  vovç,  and  at  the  same  time  be  able  to  restrain  the  desires 
{Tim.  10  a).     The  tTndvfxta  has  its  seat  below  the  diaphragm,  in  the 
abdominal  region  {Tim.  70  e).     But  both  these  latter  parts  are  connected 
with  the  spinal  marrow,  and  in  this  way  the  unity  of  the  three  souls  is 
represented  in  the  bodily  organism  {Tim.  73  h).    The  heart,  which  is  the 
starting-point  of  the  veins,  is  the  physiological  centre  of  the  dviios  :  it 
takes  orders  from  the  vous  and  transmits  them  through  the  blood-vessels 
to  all  parts  of  the  body  {Tim.  70  h).     Impressions  from  without  travel  by 
the  same  paths,  only  in  an  opposite  sense.    Thus  the  blood-vessels  are  made 
to  play  the  part  of  conductors,  a  function  which  we  now  ascribe  to  the  nerves 
(Tim.  65  c).     The  vovs  is  connected  with  the  kindvyla  by  the  liver.     The 
iTTiOviiia  cannot  obey  Reason  directly,  it  can  only  be  guided  by  images. 
On  the  polished  and  brilliant  surface  of  the  liver,  as  in  a  mirror,  the 
vovs  causes    images    that    are   either  fearful   or  delightful,  to  appear, 
changes  the  natural  sweetness  of  this  organ  into  bitterness  by  the  secre- 
tion of  bile,  or,  on  the  contrary,  restores  it  to  its  original  condition  by 
terrifying  or  soothing  the  part  of  the  soul  which  dwells  in  that  region 
of  the  body  {Tim.  71  h). 

In  these  assertions  the  important  point  is  that  the  bodily 
organism  has  a  psychical  purpose,  that  the  body  is  to  be 
understood  through  the  soul  and  is  its  instrument.  This  does 
not  mean  that  the  body  does  not  react  upon  the  soul.      The 
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body  is  the  source  of  the  errors  and  passions  by  which  most 
men  are  so  strongly  bound  to  sensible  life. 

A  movement  caused  in  the  body  by  an  external  impression  communi- 
cates itself  to  the  movement  of  the  soul(7Ym.  Q\d).  When  these  external 
impressions  are  too  violent,  exact  knowledge  is  impossible.  The  health  of 
the  body  is  necessary  to  the  health  of  the  soul  {Tim.  86-90),  and  vice  versa 
{  Tim.  66  e).  The  best  relation  between  these  two  terms  is  that  of  harmony 
and  proportion  (on'/x/xcT/oia).  This  intimate  relation  between  the  organism 
and  the  mind  explains  the  importance  attached  by  Plato  to  genera- 
tion. The  qualities  and  defects  of  parents  are  transmitted  by  heredity 
to  their  children  ;  the  legislator  should  therefore  possess  the  art  of  uniting 
temperaments  in  their  most  favourable  proportions  {Polit.  310). 

We  must  confess  that  it  is  not  clear  how  the  condition  of 
the  bodies  of  the  parents  at  the  time  of  conception  could  so  affect 
a  soul  which  pre-exists  the  body  it  animates.  Here  we  have 
in  another  form  the  problem  of  the  transition  from  the 
intelligible  to  the  sensible. 

Aristotle  :  Matter  and  Form  ;  Relation  of  Matter  to  Form  ; 
Correspondence  between  the  Soul  and  the  Body  ;    The  Trvevixa. 

In  Aristotle's   teaching,  matter  is  that  which  can  become 

either  thift  or  the  other,  which,  considered  in  the  abstract,  is 

indifferent  to  any  determination,  and  is  the  permanent  subject 

of  all   change.     Form  is  the  ivépyeia,  the  realization  of   the 

potential  and  its  completion,  evreXe^eia,       Form  and  matter 

therefore  require  no  intermediate  term  to  unite  them  ;   when 

the    potential    becomes    the    real,    two    substances    are    not 

combined,  for  matter  is  the  thing  as  it  exists  potentially,  and 

form  is  the  same  thing  become  real  (Met.  1045  b,  17). 

'     Matter  is  not  Non-being  or  a  mere  logical  possibility  :  e-yyiyc 

'Koi.    ovariau    irm    r??    ijXrjç    (Phys.    I,    9).      It    contains    as    a 

/  tendency,  that  of  which  the  form  is  the  reality  :    ovtoç  yap 

I   TIVOÇ  Oeiov  KOI  ayaOov  koI  ecpeTOv,  to  julcv  evavriov  avrœ  (pa/uLei/ 

^  eîvai,  TO  Si   o  ireibvKev  ecblecrOai  koi  opeyeadai  avTOv  «rara  Tr]v 

€wrrov  <f>v<ri¥  (Phys.  I,  9).     Matter  aspires  to  attain  form,  which 

excitée  it  to  motion  and  makes  it  complete. 

Mftcter  without  determination  is  a  pure  potentiality,  and  can 
never  therefore  be  a  reality. 

Matter  is  always  given  in  a  determinate  form  :  ov  yoypicrrri,  aA.A'  act 
fLi^t^  €vavrnocr€(ûs  {De  Gen.  et  Cor.  II,  1).     The  same  thing  may  be  in  one 
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sense  matter  and  in  another  form.  Marble  is  matter  with  relation  to  the 
statue,  and  form  inasmuch  as  it  is  marble.  Thus  matter  arises  from  form 
to  form  in  a  progressive  evolution.  The  first  indeterminate  matter,  which 
we  can  only  know  by  analogy,  would  in  the  last  resort  be  found  to  under- 
lie all  reality  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  each  thing  has  its  own  last  and 
special  matter  {kcrxdrY),  t6toç,  oiKiia.  cKaorrou).  The  marble,  for  instance, 
is  the  last  matter  of  the  statue,  and  between  these  two  extremes  as  inter- 
mediate terms,  are  all  the  forms  successively  taken  by  the  first  matter, 
before  it  became  this  last,  determinate  matter,  to  which  this  highest  form 
is  immediately  united. 

Between  the  irpdrrj  vXrj  and  pure  form,  or  God,  we  are  to 
conceive  a  series  of  progressive  forms,  a  hierarchy  the  terms  of 
which  presuppose  one  another.  A  continuous  movement  of  the 
potential  towards  an  ever-higher  reaUty  under  the  impulse  of 
the  desire  which  Divine  Perfection  awakens  in  nature,  evolu- 
tion and  continuity,  herein  lies  the  solution  of  the  whole 
problem  :  matter  is  no  longer  opposed  to  form  as  the  non- 
existent to  Being  ;  the  potential  is  the  necessary  antecedent  of 
the  actual;  there  is  no  opposition  between  the  two  terms, 
except  in  the  sense  that  matter,  according  to  the  stage  of 
development  at  which  we  take  it,  is  only  adapted  to  receive 
such  and  such  a  determinate  form.  '        \ 

Aristotle  appears  in  this  way  to  avoid  the  djfiicultiee  which 
the  Platonic  conception  involves.  But  the  form,  with  him,  is 
the  universal,  the  object  of  knowledge  ;  on  the  other  hand,  the 
universal  only  exists  in  particular  beings,  and  the  real  is  the 
individual  which  implies  matter  as  well  as  form.  This  being 
the  case,  how  could  he  say  that  matter  is  pure  potentiality  ?  If 
form  is  the  true  reality,  and  if,  as  such,  it  is  opposed  to  matter, 
and  to  the  compound  of  matter  and  form,  how  are  we  to 
reconcile  the  two  statements  that  the  form  is  the  universal, 
and  that  the  particular  alone  is  real  ?  Aristotle  does  not,  in 
fact,  succeed  in  harmonizing  the  Platonic  and  Empirical  elemeilte 
in  his  doctrine,  according  to  which  the  universal  is  the  real, 
and  yet  it  is  in  the  individual  alone  that  the  universal  is 
found.  ^^ 

The  union  of  soul  and  body  is  merely  a  particular^  case  ^f 
the  problem  of  the  union  of  matter  and  form.  The  iDMH^as 
no  existence  outside  of  or  apart  from  the  matter  of  whichfit  in 
the  realization  ;  the  soul  is  the  form  of  the  body  (eîSoç).  Li/e  i« 
not  to  be  conceived  as  a  combination  of  heterogeneous  ejemeiit% 
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(TvpOecric — a-uvSeo-jULOc  (Meta.  1045).  The  soul  is  the  active  force 
in  the  body  ;  the  body  is  the  natural  instrument  of  the  soul  : 
Trdvra  rà  (pvcriKa  (rœ/ULara  rrjç  ylrv')(rjç  opyava  (De  An.  II,  4).  In 
a  word,  soul  and  body  are  correlative  terms,  logically  separable 
but  actually  inseparable. 

The  soul  can  neither  be  without  the  body,  nor  be  itself  a  body  of  any 
kind  (fnyT*  av€v  (rù)iJLaTo<s  eivai  /aî^tc  o-w/xa  rt  "q  ^v)(tJ),  for  it  is  not  a  body, 
but  is  yet  something  of  the  body  (o-w/xaroç  8e  t4),  and,  therefore,  present 
innately  in  the  body,  and  in  a  body  peculiarly  constituted:  Kal  Stà  tovto 
€V  (TiofiaTi  vTrdpy^L^  kol  iv  (riofian  tolovtij}  (De  An.  II,  2).  Not  that  we 
are  to  regard  the  soul  as  the  resultant  of  two  forces  ;  as  its  formal  and 
final  cause,  it  is  rather  the  principle,  the  reason  of  the  organism  :  1(ttl  S'  t] 
4^xh  "^^^  ^(ovTos  (Tiofiaro^  alria  Kal  ap^-q  (De  An.  II,  4).  The  soul  is  the 
realization  (cvTcAcx^ta)  of  that  which,  in  the  body,  only  exists  potentially. 

All  the  actions  and  passions  of  a  living  being  have  therefore 
two  aspects — one  of  which  is  formal  and  of  the  soul,  and 
the  other  material  and  of  the  body.  When  an  animal  or  a 
man  is  angry,  his  emotion  is  at  once  a  mental  and  a  bodily 
fact.  Kegarded  as  a  fact  of  the  soul,  it  may  be  called  a  desire 
to  injure  one  who  has  injured  us  ;  regarded  as  a  fact  of  the 
body,  it  may  be  called  an  ebullition  of  the  blood  and  a  warmth 
in  the  region  of  the  heart  (Be  An.  1, 1  ;  see  Alex.  Bain,  Psychology 
of  Aristotle).  These  two  aspects  of  the  same  emotion,  though 
they  may  be  logically  distinct,  are,  in  fact,  correlative,  and 
imply  one  another.  In  the  same  way,  all  our  acts  are  at  once 
physical  and  psychical  ;  and  health  of  the  soul  implies  health 
of  the  body.  The  superiority  of  our  organism  is  due  to  the 
fact  that  it  is  the  instrument  of  a  superior  kind  of  soul  ;  man 
does  not  think  because  he  has  hands,  he  has  hands  because  he 
thinks  (De  An.  II,  4).  Aristotle,  however,  makes  one  exception. 
The  active  intellect,  the  vov(;  TroirjTiKoç,  has  no  bodily  organ  ; 
it  comes  from  without  (OupaOev),  is  separable  (x(*>pifTToç  koi 
aTraOqç  koi  àiuLiyriç),  and  alone  eternal  and  immortal  :  aOdparoi^ 
KOI  aiSiov  (De  An.  III.  5). 

But  is  it  not  possible  to  determine  more  precisely  the 
element  in  which  the  soul  dwells,  and  with  which  it  is  com- 
municated from  one  being  to  another  in  the  act  of  generation  ? 

Every  kind  of  heat,  according  to  Aristotle,  the  heat  of  the  sun  as  well 
as  that  of  organisms,  is  a  principle  of  life  {^{otlkt]  dpxrj).  The  living  body 
and  all  its    parts    must  have  a  material,  innate  warmth  :    a-vfKJiVTov 
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BepfjioTïjTa  cl>v(TiKriv  (De  Vit.  4),  the  principle  of  which  is  in  the  heart, 
where  the  psychical  fire,  so  to  speak,  burns  (tt)?  ^vx>)s  uxrir^p  €fnr€irvp€v- 
fiévrjs).  The  higher  animals  are  those  which  possess  more  abundantly 
the  OepfJLOv  {De  liespir.  13).  Life  is  extinguished  at  the  same  time  as  the 
flame  of  the  heart.  The  warmth  communicates  itself  to  the  inner  air, 
which,  in  this  way,  participates  in  the  vital  force.  The  seed  is  rendered 
fertile  by  the  warmth  that  is  in  it  (to  Kakovp.€vov  Oepfiov).  This  warmth 
is  not  a  fire  but  the  irvevpa  which  is  contained  in  the  male  and  the 
female  seed,  or  rather,  the  nature  contained  in  this  ttj'cu/xu  (rj  kv  tw 
7rv€VfiaTL  (f>v(Tis)y  a  nature  which  resembles  that  of  the  stars  :  dvdXoyov 
ova-a  TM  Twi/  da-rpuiv  (rTotx"<i«* — ^ctoTcpov  tù)v  Kakovfieviov  (ttolx^liûv 
(De  Gen.  Anim.  II,  3).  In  short,  the  vital  heat  is  the  7n^€v/xa,  and  the 
principle  of  the  jr^cv/xa  is  in  the  heart. 

From  this  it  seems  probable  that  for  Aristotle  the  vital  heat 
is  connected  with  air,  but  its  primary  principle  is  heat,  since  the 
pneuma  is  merely  heated  air,  and  participates  in  the  properties 
of  heat,  which  it  spreads  all  over  the  body. 

Theory  of  the  Trvev jma  before  Aristotle.  Theory  of  the  7ri^6i//xa 
with  the  Stoics.  God  and  the  World.  The  Soul  and  the  Body, 
a  Physical  Mixture.  The  Epicureans:  Animal  and  Rational 
Souls. 

The  theory  of  the  irpevima,  of  air  mingled  with  the  vital  heat 
which  refines  and  subtilizes  it,  played  a  most  important  part  in 
the  physiology  of  the  ancients.  This  hypothesis  was  generally 
accepted  as  an  explanation  both  of  physical  life  itself  and  of 
the  relation  of  soul  to  body.  Even  after  the  pneuma  had 
become  one  of  the  most  elevated  conceptions  of  Christian 
theology  {i.e.  that  of  the  Holy  Ghost),  all  through  the  Middle 
Ages  and  until  the  discovery  of  the  circulation  of  the 
blood,  the  physiological  theory  of  the  pneuma  lost  none  of  its 
importance.  Descartes'  theory  of  the  animal  spirits  is  the 
form  in  which  it  appears  for  the  last  time  (see  Herm.  Siebeck, 
Gesch.  der  Psych.). 

According  to  Heraclitus,  it  is  from  the  outer  air  that,  partly 
through  respiration  and  partly  through  the  organs  of  sensation, 
we  derive  the  warmth  which  is  the  principle  of  life  and  of 
intelligence.  Hippocrates,  in  his  treatise.  De  Aère,  Aquis,  et 
Locis,  ascribes  to  the  nature  of  the  surrounding  air  a  great 
influence  on  the  organism  and  on  the  characters  of  races. 
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After  Hippocrates  the  theory  of  the  irveu/ma  became  current 
in  the  physiology  of  the  ancients.  Physicians  were  agreed  in 
finding  a  close  relation  between  the  two  facts  of  animal  heat 
and  respiration.  Air,  they  said,  enters  into  the  organism  by 
means  of  respiration  and  becomes  heated  ;  the  irveufxa  is  also 
formed  by  the  evaporation  of  the  humid  elements  through  the 
action  of  the  organic  heat  of  the  animal  elements  contained  in 
the  food  introduced  into  the  stomach.  It  circulates  with  the 
blood  and  flows  all  over  the  body  ;  it  acts  at  once  mechanically 
according  to  its  density  and  to  its  own  motion,  and  dynamically 
as  the  principle  of  organization,  or  as  a  vital  force.  "The 
pneuma  comes  from  the  air,  and  flows  through  the  veins, 
reaching  thus  the  internal  cavities  of  the  body,  and  especially 
the  brain,  whence  it  determines  our  thought  and  the  movement 
of  our  limbs  "  (Hipp.  I)e  Morh.  sacr.). 

The  physician  Praxagoras,  who  lived  at  the  time  of  Alex- 
ander, distinguished  the  arteries  from  the  veins.  The  veins 
were  full  of  blood,  and  the  arteries,  which  in  a  corpse  are 
empty,  only  serve  for  the  circulation  of  the  air,  or  of  the 
pneuma;  and  they  play  in  sensation  the  part  which  we 
attribute  to  the  nerves.  As  numerous  anastomoses  were  found 
between  the  veins  and  the  arteries,  a  whole  theory  of  disease 
was  based  on  the  invasion  of  the  arteries  by  the  blood. 

The  Stoics,  in  their  explanations  of  the  relations  between 
the  soul  and  the  body,  followed  their  predecessors  in  most  of 
their  ideas  concerning  the  irveu/uLa,  but  they  developed  this 
theory,  and  in  their  turn  exercised  a  real  influence  on  ancient 
physiology.  According  to  them,  the  union  of  soul  and  body  is 
only  a  particular  case  of  the  union  of  matter  and  force.  All 
things  are  corporeal,  all  are  derived  from  the  primitive  fire,  and 
must  return  to  it  some  day.  In  the  actual  state  of  the 
universe,  however,  in  consequence  of  the  relaxation  which  is 
gradually  extinguishing  the  primitive  substance,  it  is  possible 
to  distinguish  the  active  from  the  passive,  and  inert  matter 
from  the  rational  and  active  cause.  Not  that  matter  and  form 
are,  as  in  Aristotle,  principles  that  have  a  different  origin 
although  eternally  bound  together.  Matter  is  derived  from 
fire;  form  is  corporeal,  and  is  itself  the  irvevfia  irupoeiSeç 
KOI  rexvoeiSéç,  the  fiery,  organizing  breath  or  spirit.  Form 
being  corporeal,  its  union  with  matter  cannot  be  anything  but 
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a  physical  mixture,  and  since  the  essential  quality  of  a  body  is 
present  in  all  its  elements,  it  follows  that  one  body  can 
penetrate  the  parts  of  another  body,  or,  to  use  Plutarch's 
expression,  that  a  body  may  be  the  place  of  a  body  (Plut. 
Comm.  Not.  37,  2). 

Thus  the  Stoics  were  led  to  deny  impenetrability.  They 
went  so  far  as  to  say  that  a  smaller  body  mixed  with  a  larger 
one  will  become  the  same  size  as  the  latter  :  one  drop  of  wine 
will  make  the  sea  red  (D.L.  vii,  151).  In  this  way  there  is  a 
mixture  of  all  parts,  Kpaai's  SI  oXœv,  of  form  with  matter,  of 
God  with  the  world  :  Divinus  spiritus  per  omnia  maxima  ac 
minima  aequali  intentione  diffums  (Sen.  Consol.  ad  Helv.  8,  3). 
The  harmony  between  all  the  parts  of  the  universe  can  only  be 
explained  by  this  tension  of  the  Divine  Creator  :  haec  ita  fieri 
ornnibiis  inter  se  concinentihus  mvmîi  partibus  profecto  non 
possent,  nisi  ea  uno  divino  et  continuato  spiritu  continerentur 
(Cic.  De  Nat.  Deor.  II,  7,  19). 

The  Stoics,  who  regarded  the  universe  as  an  animal,  used  to 
speculate  as  to  the  seat  of  its  soul,  i.e.  as  to  the  centre  whence 
the  active  forces  radiated  and  extended  throughout  the  world. 
Most  of  them  placed  the  ny^fioviKov  in  the  higher  regions,  in 
the  ether.  Cleanthes  held  that  it  was  in  the  sun  (Cic.  Acad. 
II,  41,  126).  The  human  soul  is  a  fragment  of  the  universal 
soul,  and  is  to  the  organism  what  God  is  to  the  world  ;  for  it 
extends  throughout  the  body,  and  maintains  all  its  elements  in 
a  state  of  mutual  sympathy. 

The  relations  of  the  soul  to  the  body  sufficed  to  prove  that 
the  former  is  corporeal,  since  only  a  body  can  act  upon  a  body. 
Thus  the  union  of  soul  and  body  was  explained  by  a  physical 
mixture.  The  soul  was  a  irvevfia,  a  fiery  breath,  fed  by  the 
vapours  of  the  blood,  as  the  stars  are  fed  by  vapours  of  the 
earth.  The  seat  of  the  soul  is  not  in  the  brain  but  in  the 
heart;  for  does  not  the  air  we  breathe  penetrate  into  our  chest  ? 
Does  not  speech,  that  first  manifestation  of  thouglit,  proceed 
from  the  chest  ?  In  generation  a  part  of  the  soul  of  the  parents 
is  transmitted  to  the  embryo,  which,  as  long  as  it  is  in  the 
womb,  has  only  a  vegetable  soul.  It  is  after  birth,  and 
under  the  action  of  the  external  air,  that,  by  a  sort  of  con- 
densation, the  animal  soul  is  formed  (Plut.  De  Stoic,  repugn. 
41,1,8).     The  seven  parts  of  the  soul  (the  five  senses,  faculty  of 
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speech,  and  the  reproductive  faculty)  extend  throughout  the 
body,  starting  from  the  ^ye/moi^iKov,  that  is,  from  the  central 
and  higher  force,  like  the  arms  of  a  polypus  (l*lut.  De  Flac. 
Ph.  IV,  4,  2). 

To  the  Epicureans,  as  to  the  Stoics,  the  reciprocal  action  of 
the  body  and  the  soul  was  a  sufficient  proof  of  the  corporeality 
of  the  latter  (Lucr.  Ill,  61  sq.).  The  soul  was  composed  of  fire, 
of  air,  of  pneuma,  and  of  a  fourth  more  mobile,  more  subtle 
element,  which  was  the  principle  of  sensation  (Lucr.  Ill,  231 
sq.).  The  irrational  soul  {anima)  extended  throughout  the 
body,  of  which  it  was  the  vivifying  force.  The  rational  soul 
{animus^  mens,  Luci'.)  is  situated  in  the  breast,  and  it  alone 
possesses  sensation  and  motion  (D.L.  x,  66).  These  two  souls, 
although  they  constitute  one  and  the  same  being,  may  yet  not 
be  both  in  the  same  condition,  and  hence  the  mind  may  be 
serene,  whilst  the  animal  soul  is  in  pain. 

Galen  gives  a  definite  form,  to  the  Physiology  of  the  in^evjuLa  ; 
Functions  of  the  Brain,  the  Marrow  and  the  Nerves. 

In  the  meantime,  the  physiological  theory  of  the  TrvevjuLa  was 
being  developed  on  corresponding  lines  by  physicians.  Eor 
many  centuries  a  school  of  medicine  flourished  at  Alexandria, 
in  which  experiments  and  vivisection  were  practised,  the  nerves 
and  the  brain  were  studied,  and  discoveries  were  made  which 
were  to  be  revived  in  our  days — for  example,  the  distinction 
l)etween  the  sensitive  and  motor  nerves.  Galen,  the  greatest 
of  these  physicians,  adopted  the  theory  of  the  irvev/jia,  but 
endeavoured  to  give  it  more  unity  and  coherence.  His  theory 
was  that  the  heart  and  the  arteries  receive  air  in  the  diastole 
of  the  pulse,  and  eject  the  air  that  has  become  impure,  in  the 
systole.  The  heart,  which  is  the  focus  of  the  organic  heat, 
provides  the  lungs  with  blood,  and  receives  from  the  lungs  and 
the  arteries  the  irvevjULa,  which  returns  through  the  left  ventricle 
of  the  heart  into  the  arteries,  and  flows  through  the  latter  all 
over  the  body.  Air  when  inhaled  undergoes  in  the  organism 
modifications  which  refine  and  subtilize  it.  In  the  lungs  it 
mingles  with  the  pneuma  that  is  present  at  birth,  TrvevjuLa 
(TvjuLipvTov  ;  in  the  heart  and  in  the  arteries,  and  afterwards  in 
the  ventricles  of  the  brain,  it  is  elaborated  and  refined,  and,  in  this 
way,  it  becomes  the  irveviia  Xwtikov,  the  vital  breath,  in  which 
II.  P 
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form  it  is  found  especially  in  the  heart  and  arteries,  and 
presides  over  the  functions  of  the  vegetable  life  (digestion  and 
respiration).  A  psychical  breath,  which  is  more  subtle  still, 
is  formed  out  of  the  Trvedfxa  i^ootikou  in   the  ventricles  of  the 

brain.  i  •      u 

As  to  whether  this  psychical  pneuma  is  the  soul  itselt    or 
merely   its   highest    organ,   Galen    deliberately  abstains   from 
giving  an  opinion.     It  was  enough  for  his  purpose  that  the 
pnmma  was  the   necessary    condition   of    life,   and    that   the 
alterations  in  this  vital  breath  were  the  cause  of  the  diseases 
of    the   body,   of    disturbances    of    the   soul,   of    death    itself. 
But,  if  Galen   does   not  afhrm  that  the  soul  is  material  he 
draws    attention    to    the    connection     ]»etween    our    physical 
and  moral  states.     The  faculties  of  the  soul  develop  simul- 
taneously  with   the  organs   of   the   body:    the   perfection    of 
human  thought  can   be  traced   to   a   happy   blending  of   the 
elements  which  enter  into  the  composition  of  the  bram,  and 
to  the  subtlety  of  the  pnexurm  in  man.     The  divers  states  of 
the  soul  depend  on  temperament,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  propor- 
tions according  to  which  are  combined  the  corporeal  elements, 
the  principles   of    heat  and  cold,   of   dryness    and   humidity 
{evKpaala—SvŒKpacTia),     Assuming  that  there  is  in  the  soul  a 
higher  spiritual  part,  the  mortal  part  can  be  nothing  else  than 
this  temperament,  this  combination  of  the  organic  principles. 
Do  we  not  see  how  the  union  of  the  soul  and  body  is  severed 
by  fever  and  poisons  ;  how  the  character,  of  nations  is  modified 
by  differences   in   climate  ;    and  madness  is  produced  by   the 
presence  of  black  bile  in  the  brain  ? 

After  the  time  of  Aristotle  two  opinions  were  current  con- 
cerning the  seat  of  the  soul  :  the  Peripatetics  and  the  Stoics 
insisted  that  it  was  in  the  heart,  while  the  physicians  declared 
that  it  was  in  the  brain.  As  against  Aristotle,  Galen  cites  the 
experiments  made  on  living  animals  ;  vivisection,  he  says,  proves 
that  the  principle  of  sensation,  of  speech,  and  of  voluntary 
motion,  is  not  the  heart,  but  the  brain.  The  heart  is  only 
the  seat  of  the  passions  and  involuntary  movements;  on  the 
other  hand,  the  principle  of  vegetable  life  is  found  in  the  liver. 
The  spinal  marrow  serves  to  connect  the  brain  with  the  nerves 
which  are  not  directly  joined  to  it  ;  when  a  section  of  the  spinal 
marrow  is  entirely  cut  off  from  the  rest,  in  the  part  of  the 
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body  situa  ted.  below  that  section  sensation  and  motion  disappear. 
The  substance  of  the  nerves  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  brain, 
but  harder  and  thicker  ;  they  are  the  conductors  of  the  pneuma, 
and  transmit  the  motor  impulses  from  the  centre  to  the 
periphery,  and  sensations  from  the  periphery  to  the  centre.  The 
nerves  have  three  functions  :  through  their  connections  with 
the  organs  of  sense  they  produce  sensation  ;  being  joined  to  the 
muscles  they  produce  voluntary  motion  ;  and,  finally,  they  de- 
velop in  other  organs  consciousness  of  dangerous  modifications. 

Obscurity  of  tlie  Neo- Platonic  Doctrine  concerning  the  Belation 
<of  Matter  to  Mind. 

Plotinus  returned  to  the  Platonic  conception  of  matter. 
Matter,  for  him,  was  not  the  body  ;  it  was  without  qualities, 
was  the  indeterminate,  or  Non-being.  At  the  end  of  the  Neo- 
Pla tonic  procession,  the  soul,  which  is  the  third  hypostasis, 
required  something  extended  wherein  it  might  develop,  in 
order  to  disperse  that  which  is  concentrated  in  the  world 
.of  ideas.     The  soul  itself  creates  its  own  place:  irpoïevai  Se 

.et  /meWoi  yeuWicrei  kavT^  tottop,  axTTe  Kai  crwiuLa  {Enn.  IV,  3,  9). 

Plotinus  does  not  succeed  in  explaining  how  it  is  that  matter 
.can  proceed  from  the  soul,  Non-being  come  out  of  Being,  or  that 
which  is  in  no  way  spiritual,  out  of  the  spiritual.  The  pheno- 
menal world  is  the  result  of  the  union  of  the  soul  with  matter; 
but  how  is  this  union  to  be  conceived  ?  As  the  image  of  Being 
in  Non-being.  The  sensible  world  may  be  compared  to  the 
appearance  of  an  object  reflected  in  a  mirror.  Just  as  a  face 
may  be  reproduced  in  several  mirrors  without  losing  its  unity, 
so  the  soul  and  the  intelligible  form  preserve  their  unity,  and 
remain  in  themselves  whole  and  entire,  even  when  they  seem 
to  be  divided  and  multiplied  in  sensible  things.  Matter,  like 
Non-being,  participates,  and  at  the  same  time  does  not  partici- 
pate in  Being.  In  the  same  way  the  soul  is  in  matter  and 
yet  not  in  it,  and  is  present  in  the  multitude  of  sensible  things 
without  going  out  of  itself,  or  ceasing  to  be  immutable. 

The  individual  soul,  which  is  at  first  contained  in  the  uni- 
versal soul,  yields  to  the  desire  of  acquiring  an  independent 
life  in  a  separate  body.  But  in  falling  into  this  body  it  does 
not  lose  its  purely  spiritual  nature,  but  remains  united  to  the 
world-soul   and  to   the  vov<s.      How  is  a   living  whole  to  be 
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formed  out  of  this  supra-sensible  Being  and  the  body  ?  The 
soul,  Plotinus  replies,  does  not  dwell  in  the  body  in  the  same 
way  as  the  body  dwells  in  space,  nor  as  a  part  in  the  whole, 
but  as  the  active  force  in  its  natural  organ,  as  fire  is  present 
in  the  air  and  penetrates  it  without  mixing  with  it.  We  must 
not  say  that  the  soul  is  in  the  body,  but  rather  that  the  body 
is  in  the  soul  ;  because  it  is  the  latter  which  in  its  sphere  of 
action  contains  the  bodily  organs. 

The  Fathers  of  the  Church  and  the  Scholastics. 

The  Apologists  and  the  Fathers  of  the  Church  adopted  hi 
turn  the  different  theories  of  the  Greeks;  even  the  Stoic 
Materialism  had  its  partisans  {e.g.  in  Tertullian).  On  the 
question  of  the  origin  of  the  soul  there  were  two  opposite 
doctrines:  creation  and  traduction.  According  to  the  former,  God 
creates  the  soul  in  a  special  act,  and  adds  it  to  the  body  ;  on  the 
latter  theory  the  soul  is  produced  by  the  parents  like  the  body 
and  in  the  same  extent.  Part  of  the  '7^ve^^i.a  of  the  progeni- 
tors is  transmitted  in  the  act  of  generation. 

St.  Augustine,  however,  finds  difficulties  in  both  these  theories 
and  refuses  to  make  any  assertion  on  the  subject.  His  concep- 
tion of  the  relation  of  the  soul  to  the  body  recalls  those  of  the 
Neo-Platonists.  The  soul  is  a  simple  substance,  and  cannot  be 
conceived  as  extended.  It  is,  however,  present  all  over  the 
body,  and  it  fills  the  latter,  not  locali  diffusionc  sed  vitali  mten- 
sionJ;  the  soul  is  whole  and  entire  in  all  the  parts  of  the 
body  and  in  each  one  of  them,  in  singulis  tola  et  in  omnibus  tota 

(Epist.  166,  2,  4). 

According  to  these  principles,  the  whole  soul  feels  an 
impression  made  on  any  part  of  the  body  without  requiring  to 
move  to  the  point  where  this  impression  is  produced  (De  Imm. 
An.  16,  25).  St.  Augustine  admits  indeed  that  the  union  of 
soul  and  body  cannot  be  scientifically  explained— man  is,  as  it 
were,  a  third  substance  formed  out  of  two  heterogeneous  sub- 
stances. He  does  not  hold  that  the  body  acts  on  the  soul  ;  it 
is  the  soul,  he  says,  which  in  the  body  acts  on  itself.  It  is 
not  clear  how  on  this  hypothesis  he  could  adopt  Galen's  view 
of  the  nerves  and  irvedima,  the  brain  and  the  heart,  as  inter- 
mediaries between  the  soul  and  the  body. 

In  the  Middle  Ages,  we  find  once  more  the  theory  of  matter 
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and  form  :  the  traditions  of  Greek  philosophy  had  not  been 
broken.  Aristotle  did  not  explain  how  form,  which  is 
universal,  can,  out  of  matter  that  is  completely  indeterminate, 
make  an  individual  being.  The  Scholastic  Peripatetics,  Albertus 
Magnus,  and  Thomas  Aquinas,  imagine  they  avoid  this  pre- 
dicament by  making  matter  itself  the  principle  of  individua- 
tion. Princ'qnum  diversitatis  individuorum  ejusdem  speciei  est 
divisio  materiac  secundum  quantitatem  {De  Princip.  Individ.  Fol. 
297).  But,  if  the  individuality  of  man  depends  on  the  division 
of  matter,  on  the  distribution  of  its  elements  in  space,  and  if 
tlie  soul  in  itself  is  an  immaterial  form,  would  it  not  follow 
that  the  individuality  of  the  human  soul  must  be  denied  ? 

Duns  Scotus,  the  antagonist  of  St.  Thomas,  denied  that  form 
was  identical  with  the  universal,  and  that  matter  was  the 
principle  of  individuation.  The  individual,  he  said,  is  the 
îdti7na  realitas  {In  2"*  Sent.  D.  3,  9,  6).  Individual  existence 
is  not  a  decadence  but  a  perfection,  for  it  presupposes  the 
addition  of  positive  determinations  to  the  universal,  and  the 
general  essence  (quidditas)  is  completed  by  the  individual 
nature  {haecceitas).  Furthermore,  everything  that  is  not  God, 
even  created  spirits,  consists  of  matter  and  form  {De  Rer.  Princ. 
9,  7).  The  matter  which  implies  the  existence  of  the  human 
soul  and  of  angels,  is  quite  different  from  corporeal  matter,  by 
which  is  to  l)e  understood  the  matter  immediately  created  by 
God,  the  universal  basis  of  all  finite  existence,  what  Duns 
Scotus  calls  matter  primo  primxi  (Ibid.  9,  8). 

Ockarn,  who  at  the  beginning  of  the  14th  century  brought 
Nominalism  once  more  into  favour,  refused  to  accept  the  theory 
that  the  vegetable  and  sensitive  souls  {forma  corporis,  anima 
sensitiva)  were  identical  with  the  thinking  soul,  the  anima 
intellectiva.  The  sensitive  soul  was  extended  and  joined,  so  to 
speak,  in  a  corporeal  manner  to  the  body,  all  parts  of  which  it 
fills  (circmmcriptive).  The  thinking  soul  is  another  soul,  a 
separable  substance,  which  is  united  to  the  body  in  such  a  way 
tliat  it  exists  whole  and  entire  (definitive)  in  each  of  its  parts. 

"...  Galen's  theory  of  the  psychial  and  animal  sprrit^ts  in  con- 
nection with  the  doctrine  of  the  four  humours  and  the  temperaments 
was,  very  early  in  the  middle  ages,  fused  with  the  Aristotelian 
psychology.  According  to  this  doctrine,  which  may  be  found  at  full 
length  even  in  Melanchthon's  psychology,  the  four  fundamental  humours 
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are  prepared  in  the  liver  (the  second  organic  process,  after  the  first  has  taken 
place  in  the  stomach)  ;  out  of  the  noblest  humour,  the  blood,  the  spirims 
vitalis  is  prepared  by  a  new  process  in  the  heart  ;  and  this  is  finally  (the 
fourth  and  last  process)  in  the  cavities  of  the  brain  refined  into  the 
spiHtus  animaUs.  This  theory  probably  owed  the  deep  hold  which  it 
obtained  chiefly  to  the  fact  that  it  seemed  to  superficial  thought  a  suffi- 
cient bridging  over  of  the  gulf  between  the  sensible  and  the  super- 
sensible" (Lange's  Hist,  of  Materialism,  Eng.  trans.,  Vol.  I,  p.  337). 

Here  are  ]\Ielanchthon's  own  words  : 

"  Galen  says  of  the  human  soul  :  '  These  spirits  are  either  the  soul  or  an 
immediate  instrument  of  the  soul.'  This  is  certainly  true  ;  and  their 
brightness  surpasses  the  brightness  of  the  sun  and  of  all  the  stars. 
What  is  most  wonderful  is  that  in  godly  men  the  divine  Spirit  itself 
mingles  with  these  same  spirits,  and  with  His  divine  light  makes  them 
still  more  bright,  so  that  their  knowledge  of  God  may  be  yet  more 
luminous,  their  attachment  to  Him  more  solid,  and  their  aspirations 
towards  Him  more  ardent.  But  if  devils  dwell  in  the  heart,  they  blow 
upon  the  spirits,  and  bringing  the  heart  and  the  brain  into  confusion, 
interfere  with  judgment,  give  rise  to  open  madness,  and  induce  the  heart 
and  other  members  to  commit  the  most  cruel  acts"  {Melanchthon,  quoted 
by  Lange). 

By  the  discovery  of  the  circulation  of  the  blood,  which  we 
owe  to  the  genius  of  Harvey,  the  old  physiology  was  entirely 
overturned.  The  theory  of  the  Trvevima  had  been,  as  it  were,  its 
keystone,  and  this  explains  the  opposition  which  was  brought 
to  bear  on  the  new  discovery.  Descartes,  enlightened  by 
anatomical  ohservations  of  his  own,  adopted  the  theories  of 
Charles  the  First's  physician,  and  invented  a  physiological 
theory  which  was  entirely  mechanical,  but,  at  the  same  time, 
preserved  something  of  the  doctrine  of  Galen.  His  doctrine  of 
animal  spirits  may  be  regarded  as  the  form  in  which  the  old 
theory  of  the  irvcvij.a,  which  dated  from  the  earliest  Greek 
physicians,  appeared  for  the  last  time.  The  blood  flows  in  the 
arteries  as  well  as  in  the  veins,  but  the  more  subtle  parts  of 
the  blood  which  are  elaborated  in  the  heart  ascend  continually 
towards  the  brain,  and  serve  to  explain  the  reciprocal  action  of 
body  and  soul. 

Descartes  :  Antithesis  hetween  Extension  and  Thought  ;  Union 
ana  Reciprocal  Action  of  Body  and  Soul. 

For  Descartes  the  essence  of  matter  is  extension,  because 
extension  is  the  only  thing  in  body  of  which  we  have  a  clear 
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and  distinct  idea,  and  without  which  we  are  unable  to  conceive 
it  {Princ.  II,  4).  The  living  body  is  a  marvellous  machine, 
and  animals  are  automata,  without  feeling  or  will.  Descartes 
was  a  determined  opponent  of  animism. 

"  Men  have  thought  without  any  reason  that  our  natural  heat  and 
all  the  movements  of  our  body  depend  on  the  soul.  The  body  of  a 
living  man  is  as  different  from  that  of  one  who  is  dead  as  a  watch  or 
any  other  automaton  (that  is  to  say,  any  other  machine  that  moves  of 
itself)  when  it  is  wound  up  and  has  within  itself  the  material  principles 
of  the  movements  for  which  it  has  been  made  and  is  provided 
with  everything  necessary  for  its  action,  and  the  same  watch  or  other 
machine  when  it  is  broken  and  the  principle  of  its  motion  has  ceased 
to  act  "  {Pass.  a.  .')  and  6). 

Thus  the  body  is  something  finished,  a  complete  thing,  an 
automatic  machine,  the  springs  of  which  require  no  impulse 
from  without.      As  a  body,  man  is  an  automaton  like  any 
other  animal,  and,  so  far,  everything  in  the  universe  can  be 
explained  mechanically.       But   in   man    there   appears  some- 
thing   entirely    new,   namely,    thought.       Body    and    thought 
have''  nothing  in  connnon,  how  then  are  we  to  conceive  the 
union  and  the  relations  of  these  two  heterogeneous  substances  ? 
Descartes  does  not  attempt  to  explain  the  union  of   soul 
and  body  by  any  metaphysical  hypothesis  ;   he  merely  accepts 
it,  and  states  it  as  a  fact.      Our  notion  of  thought  is  rendered 
clear  through  metaphysics  and  that  of  the  extended  through 
mathematics  ;  but  "  in  order  to  know  what  the  union  of  the 
soul  and  body  is,  one  must  live  and  refrain  from  speculation  " 
{Letter  to  Princess  Mizabeth,  Cousin's  Ed.  Vol.  IX,  pp.  123-129). 
"  That  the  mind,  which  is  incorporeal,  is  able  to  move  the  body,  we 
know  neither  by  reasoning  nor  by  any  comparison  with  other  things  ; 
nevertheless,  we  cannot  doubt  it,  since  we  are  too  clearly  informed  of 
it  by  experiences  which  are  too  certain  and  too  evident.     And  we  must 
keep  in  mind  that  this  is  one  of  the  things  that  are  known  by  them- 
selves, and   that  we  render   these   more   obscure   whenever  we   try   to 
explain  them  by  other  things  "  {Ibid.  IX,  161). 

The  union  of  soul  and  body  is  then  sui  generis  ;  in  order  to 
understand  it  we  must  proceed  neither  from  the  notion  of 
extension  nor  from  that  of  thought,  but  from  life  itself,  and 
from  the  notions  which  correspond  to  this  union  (such  as 
hunger,  thirst,  pain,  etc.).  This  union  is  of  the  closest  kind. 
Descartes  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  body  is  substantially 
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(substantiellement)  united  to  the  soul  {Response  au  quatrième 
objection).  The  mind  is  distinct  from  the  body,  just  as  the 
arm  is  distinct  from  the  whole  body  ;  that  is  to  say,  although 
strictly  speaking  it  can  be  separated  from  the  body,  it  forms 
part  of  the  whole. 

"I  had  after  this  described  the  reasonable  soul,  and  shown  that  it 
could  by  no  means  be  educed  from  the  power  of  matter  .  .  .  but 
that  it  must  be  expressly  created  ;  and  that  it  is  not  sufficient  that  it 
be  lodged  in  the  human  body  exactly  like  a  pilot  in  a  ship,  unless 
perhaps  to  move  its  members,  but  that  it  is  necessary  for  it  to  be  joined 
and  united  more  closely  to  the  body,  in  order  t(>  have  sensations  and 
appetites  similar  to  ours,  and  thus  constitute  a  real  man  "  {Discourse  on 
Method,  Part  V,  translated  by  Veitch).  "  Nature,  likewise,  teaches  us  by 
these  sensations  of  pain,  hunger,  thirst,  etc.,  that  I  am  not  only  lodged 
in  my  body  as  a  pilot  in  a  vessel,  but  that  I  am  l>esides  so  intimately 
conjoined,  and,  as  it  were,  intermixed  with  it  that  my  mind  and  body 
compose  a  certain  unity.  For  if  this  were  not  the  case,  I  should  not 
feel  pain  when  my  b(Kly  is  hurt,  seeing  I  am  merely  a  thinking  thing, 
but  should  perceive  the  wound  by  the  understanding  alone,  just  as  a 
pilot  perceives  by  sight  when  any  part  of  his  vessel  is  damaged" 
{Méditation^  VI). 

This  being  the  manner  in  which  soul  and  ])ody  are  united, 
how  does  the  reciprocal  action  between  them  take  place  ? 
The  soul  is  joined  to  the  whole  of  the  body,  but  has  its 
principal  seat  and  performs  its  functions  more  particularly  in 
the  small  pineal  gland,  towards  which  the  animal  spirits 
unceasingly  ascend. 

"This  small  gland,  which  is  the  principal  seat  of  the  soul,  is  suspended 
between  the  cavities  containing  these  spirits,  in  such  a  manner  that  it 
can  be  moved  by  them  in  as  many  different  ways  as  there  are  sensible 
differences  in  objects  ;  and  at  the  same  time  it  can  be  moved  in 
divers  ways  by  the  soul,  which  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  receives  as 
many  different  impressions  within  itself,  or,  in  other  words,  has  as  many 
different  perceptions,  as  there  are  different  movements  of  the  gland  ; 
and  conversely,  the  bodily  machine  being  so  constituted  that,  by  the 
very  fact  of  this  gland  being  moved  in  divers  ways  by  the  soul  or  by 
any  other  cause,  it  impels  the  surrounding  spirits  towards  the  pores  of 
the  brain,  through  which  they  are  conducted  by  the  nerves  into  the 
muscles,  by  means  of  which  the  soul  causes  them  to  move  our  limbs" 
{Pass.  a.  54). 

Thus  Descartes  holds  that  the  soul  can  act  directly  on  the 
body.     No   doubt   the  soul  cannot  increase  or  diminish  the 
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quantity  of  motion  in  the  body,  since  this  quantity  is  constant, 
but  it  can  by  its  will  alone  change  the  direction  of  the 
motion  of  the  animal  spirits  and  modify  their  course.  Descartes 
is,  however,  in  spite  of  himself,  brought  by  his  own  dualism 
near  to  the  doctrine  of  occasional  causes  and  of  pre-established 
harmony.  Why  has  the  soul  as  many  different  perceptions  as 
there  are  different  movements  in  the  pineal  gland  ? 

Because  these  movements  are  given  by  nature  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  soul  feel  them,  because  they  give  it  the  occasion  to  feel 
{Dioptrique,  Vol.  V,  pp.  54-100).  "The  spirits,  merely  by  entering  the 
pores,  excite  a  particular  movement  in  the  gland,  which  is  instituted  by 
nature,  that  the  soul  may  feel  this  passion  "  {Pass.  a.  36). 

Similarly,  in  his  explanation  of  this  action  of  the  soul  on 
the  body,  Descartes  is  led  to  a  kind  of  Occasionalism  ;  it  is 
always  by  acting  on  itself  and  on  its  own  ideas  that  the  soul 
acts  on  the  body. 

"  The  passions  cannot  be  directly  excited  or  removed  by  the  action  of 
our  will  ;  but  they  can  indirectly,  through  the  representation  of  those 
things  which  are  usually  joined  with  the  passions  we  wish  to  have  and 
which  are  contrary  to  those  we  wish  to  reject  "  {Pass.  a.  45).  "  Although 
each  movement  of  the  gland  appears  to  have  been  joined  by  nature  to  each 
one  of  our  thoughts  since  the  beginning  of  our  life,  it  is  nevertheless 
possible,  through  habit,  to  join  them  to  other  thoughts"  (a.  50).  ''And  such 
is  the  connection  between  soul  and  body  that  when  we  have  once  joined 
a  certain  bodily  act  to  a  certain  thought,  the  one  will  in  future  never 
occur  without  the  other  "  (a.  136). 

Malebranche:  Intercommunication  of  Matter  and  Mind; 
Theory   of  Occasional   Causes. 

On  the  question  of  the  union  of  the  soul  and  the  body, 
Malebranche  separates  himself  from  Descartes.  He  denies  any 
direct  and  reciprocal  action  between  the  two  substances,  and 
will  admit  only  a  correspondence  between  their  phenomena. 
This  theory  of  the  union  of  the  soul  and  the  body  is,  however, 
a  corollary  of  his  general  theory  of  the  intercommunication  of 
substances,  and  is  only  comprehensible  through  it.  If,  he  says, 
we  were  to  accept  the  existence  in  nature  of  real  powers,  if  we 
were  to  believe  that  the  sun  endows  all  things  with  movement 
and  life,  we  should  have  to  return  to  paganism,  and  we  should 
have  to  adore  these  beneficent  or  terrible  forces  {Bech.  de  la  Vér. 
VI,  2nd  Part,  c.  iii). 


234 


THE   PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


"There  is  only  one  true  cause,  because  there  is  only  one  true  God.  The 
nature  or  force  of  each  thing  is  merely  the  will  of  God  ;  natural  causes 
are  not  real  causes,  but  only  occasional  causes  which  determine  the 
Author  of  nature  to  act  in  such  or  such  a  way,  at  such  or  such  a 
conjunction"  (Ibid.). 

It  is  not  the  sun  that  makes  the  plants  grow,  but  God,  Who, 
on  the  occasion  of  tlie  sun's  radiance,  of  which  He  is  the 
principle,  determines  according  to  universal  laws  all  the 
movements  that  have  for  their  effect  the  growth  of  plants. 

A  general  proof  of  the  impotency  of  created  things  may  he 

given  : 

*'  There  is  a  contradiction  in  the  statement  that  one  body  can  move 
another,  nay,  further,  it  is  contradictory  to  say  that  you  can  move  your 
own  chair  ;  nor  is  this  all,  it  is  contradictory  to  say  that  all  the  angels 
and  devils  together  could  stir  a  piece  of  straw.  The  proof  of  this  is  clear, 
for  no  power,  however  great  we  may  imagine  it  to  be,  can  surpass  or  even 
equal  the  power  of  God.  Now  it  would  be  a  contradiction  if  God  were  to 
will  that  a  thing  should  be,  without  wishing  it  to  exist  in  some  place,  and 
without,  through  the  efficaciousness  of  His  will,  putting  it  in  that  place, 
i.e.  without  creating  it  there;  therefore,  no  power  can  transport  this  chair 
to  any  place  if  God  does  not  carry  it  there,  nor  set  and  fix  it  there  where 
God  does  not  fix  it,  unless  God  suits  the  efficaciousness  of  His  actions  to 
the  inefficacious  action  of  His  creatures"  (7*'  fJntr.  met.  §  10).  "There  is 
nothing  more  easily  moved  than  a  sphere  on  a  plane,  but  not  all  the  forces 
imaginable  can  set  it  in  motion  unless  God  intervenes.  For,  once  more, 
as  long  as  God  wills  to  create  and  keep  this  ball  at  a  point  A,  or  any 
other  point  you  please— and  it  is  a  necessity  for  Him  to  put  it  in  some 
place— no  force  can  move  it  from  that  place.  ...  The  moving  force  of  a 
body  is  therefore  merely  the  efficacy  of  the  Will  of  God  "  (T*"  Ent.  met.  %  11). 

These  general  laws  apply  to  all  created  things.  If  you 
analyse  the  notion  of  extension,  you  will  not  find  in  it  the  idea 
of  a  moving  force.  When  a  moving  ball  comes  in  contact  with 
another  ball  and  sets  it  in  motion,  it  is  God,  Who  on  the 
occasion  of  the  motion  of  the  first  ball,  produces  motion  in  the 
second.  The  noblest  minds  are  in  a  similar  state  of  impotence. 
They  can  know  nothing,  if  God  does  not  enlighten  them  ;  they 
can  feel  nothing,  if  God  does  not  cause  them  to  be  affected. 
They  are  incapable  of  willing  anything,  if  God  does  not  move 
them  towards  the  good  in  general,  that  is  to  say,  towards 
Himself.  A  fortiori,  mind  and  body,  being  heterogeneous 
substances,  cannot  act  on  one  another. 
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"  The  body  of  itself  cannot  be  united  to  mind,  nor  mind  to  body  ;  there  is 
no  connection  between  them  "  {Morale,  Part  I,  Ch.  10).  "  It  is  evident  that 
a  body,  that  what  is  extended  and  a  purely  passive  substance,  cannot  by 
its  own  efficacy  act  on  a  mind,  that  is,  on  a  being  that  is  of  a  different  and 
infinitely  higher  nature  than  itself  "  (4"  Entr.  met.  %  1 1).  "  By  yourself  you 
are  not  able  to  move  your  arm,  to  change  your  situation,  position,  posture, 
or  to  cause  the  slightest  change  in  the  universe"  (7*  Entr.  met.  §  13). 

How  then  can  we  explain  the  connection  between  the  soul 
and  the  body,  which  experience  reveals  to  us  at  every  mstant  ? 
Only  one  hypothesis  is  left  to  us,  that  of  Occasional  Causes. 
On  the  occurrence  of  a  particular  movement  of  the  body  God 
is  prompted  to  produce  a  certain  movement  in  the  soul,  and, 
conversely,  a  particular  sensation  or  a  particular  thought  will 
l)rompt  God  to  produce  in  the  body  a  certain  movement;  so 
that  God  does  everything,  is  the  sole  active  force. 

"Since,  as  you  see  clearly,  there  can  be  no  necessary  relation  or 
connection  between  the  modifications  in  the  brain  and  certain  feelings  of 
the  soul,  it  is  evident  that  we  must  fall  back  upon  a  power  that  is  not  to 
be  found  in  either  of  these  two  "  (4''  Entr.  met.  %  8).  "  Thus  it  is  clear  that 
the  union  of  the  soul  and  the  body  consists  of  no  other  bond  than  the 
efficacy  of  the  divine  decrees,  decrees  which  are  immutable  and  which 
never  fail  in  their  effect"  {Ibid.  §  11).  "God  alone  can  move  the  animal 
spirits.  He  alone  is  able,  and  knows  how  to  make  them  flow  from  the 
brain  into  the  nerves  and  from  the  nerves  into  the  muscles,  all  of  which 
things  are  required  to  move  the  limbs.  .  .  .  God  has  willed  that  I  should 
have  certain  feelings,  certain  emotions,  when  there  were  in  my  brain 
certain  traces,  certain  disturbances  of  the  animal  spirits.  In  a  word.  He 
has  willed  and  unceasingly  wills  that  the  modes  of  the  mind  and  of  the 
body  should  be  reciprocal.  Herein  consists  the  union  and  the  natural 
interdependence  of  the  two  parts  of  which  we  are  composed  "  (7^  Entr. 
met.  §  13). 

Spinoza:  the  Unity  of  Substance  explains  tJie  Parallel 
Development  of  Extension  and  Thought. 

The  Cartesian  dualism  had  made  it  very  difficult  to  under- 
stand the  substantial  union  and  the  reciprocal  action  of  the 
soul  and  the  body.  Spinoza,  like  Malebranche,  separated 
himself  from  Descartes. 

"  What  does  he  understand,  T  ask,  by  the  union  of  the  mind  and 
body?  What  clear  and  distinct  conception  has  he  of  thought  inti- 
mately connected  with  a  small  portion  of  matter?  I  wish  that  he 
had  explained  the  union  by   its  proximate  cause.      But  he  conceived 


236 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


the  mind  to  be  so  distinct  from  the  body  that  he  was  able  to  assign 
no  single  cause  of  this  union  nor  of  the  mind  itself,  but  was  obliged  to 
have  recourse  to  the  cause  of  the  whole  universe,  that  is  to  say,  to  God. 
Again,  I  should  like  to  know  how  many  degrees  of  motion  the  mind  can 
give  to  that  pineal  gland,  and  with  how  great  a  power  the  mind  can  hold  it 
suspended.  .  .  .  Indeed,  since  there  is  no  relation  between  the  will  and 
motion,  so  there  is  no  comparison  between  the  power  or  strength  of  the 
body  and  that  of  the  mind,  and  consequently  the  strength  of  the  body 
can  never  be  determined  by  the  strength  of  the  mind  "  {Ethic^  5th  Part, 
Preface). 

By  tracing  to  God  and  to  the  efficacy  of  His  will  everything 
that  is  real  in  the  union  of  the  soul  and  body,  Malebranche 
had  reduced  this  union  to  a  mere  appearance;  but,  like 
Descartes,  he  admitted  the  existence  of  no  other  soul  besides 
the  human  soul.  Spinoza,  on  the  other  hand,  had  not  only  to 
explain  the  union  of  extension  and  thought  in  man,  but  also 
the  union  of  the  Divine  thought  and  extension  in  all  that  is. 
Since  in  his  system  there  is  only  one  single  substance,  there 
must  be  a  correspondence  between  all  the  attributes  of  this 
substance,  which  are  the  divers  expressions  of  one  and  the 
same  existence.  Therefore,  to  each  mode  of  the  divine  exten- 
sion there  must  correspond  a  mode  t>f  the  divine  thought  ; 
the  order  and  connection  of  ideas  is  the  same  as  the  order  and 
connection  of  things  {Eth.  II,  Prop.  VIL). 

".  .  .  Substance  thinking  and  substance  extended  are  one  and  the  same 
substance,  which  is  now  comprehended  under  this  attribute,  and  now 
under  that.  Thus  also,  a  mode  of  extension  and  the  idea  of  that  mode 
are  one  and  the  same  thing  expressed  in  two  different  ways.  .  .  .  For 
example,  a  circle  existing  in  nature  and  the  idea  that  is  in  God  of  an 
existing  circle  are  one  and  the  same  thing,  which  are  explained  by 
different  attributes  ;  and,  therefore,  whether  we  think  of  nature  under 
the  attribute  of  extension,  or  under  the  attribute  of  thought,  or  under 
anv  attribute  whatever,  we  shall  discover  one  and  the  same  order,  or  one 
and  the  same  connection  of  causes  ;  that  is  to  say,  in  every  case  the  same 
sequence  of  things  "  {Ibid.  note). 

It  is,  therefore,  not  only  in  the  case  of  man  that  the 
problem  of  the  relation  of  extension  to  thought  arises.  All 
bodies  are  modes  of  extension  :  each  mode  of  extension  corre- 
sponds so  closely  to  a  mode  of  thought  that  the  two  are  in 
fact  one  and  the  same  thing  ;   therefore  all  bodies  have  life. 

"...  For  those  things  which  we  have  proved  hitherto  are  altogether 
general,  nor  do  they  refer  more  to  man  than  to  other  individuals,  all  of 
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which  are  animate,  although  in  different  degrees.  For  of  everything  there 
necessarily  exists  in  God  an  idea  of  which  He  is  the  cause  in  the  same 
way  as  the  idea  of  the  human  body  exists  in  Him We  cannot,  how- 
ever, deny  that  ideas,  like  objects  themselves,  differ  from  one  another, 
and  that  one  is  more  excellent  and  contains  more  reality  than  another, 
just  as  the  object  of  one  idea  is  more  excellent  and  contains  more  reality 
than  another  ...  in  proportion  as  one  body  is  better  adapted  than 
another  to  do  and  to  suffer  many  things,  in  the  same  proportion  will  the 
mind  at  the  same  time  be  better  adapted  to  perceive  many  things'^ 
{Ibid.  Prop.  XIII,  note). 

Just    as    the    universal    life    is    a    development    which    is 
parallel  and,  in  a  certain  sense,  identical  with  that  of  the  divine 
attributes,  so  is  human  life  a  development  of  the  modes  of 
extension  which  constitute  the  human   body,  parallel  to  the 
development  of  the  modes  of  thought,  which  correspond  to  these 
modes  of  extension.      Being,  in  fact,  identical  in  substance,  the 
mind  and  body  must  correspond  throughout  the  course  of  life. 
There   is   no  direct  or  reciprocal  action  between  them;   the 
mind   develops   in   a   sequence  of   thoughts    without   the   co- 
operation of  the  body.     "  The  soul  is  a  spiritual  automaton." 
The  body  develops  in  a  sequence  of  movements  without  the 
co-operation  of  the  mind  ;  the  body  of  the  artist  paints  picturee^ 
and  his  mind  has  no  part  in  the  act  {Eth.  Ill,  Prop.  II,  note). 
But  between  the  two  sequences  there  is  a  parallelism,  a  neces- 
sary harmony.    The  mind  expresses  by  inadequate  and  confused 
thoughts  all  that  takes  place  in  its  body,  and  is  through  its 
body^'related  to  the  whole  of  the  extended  universe.    We  shall 
find  the  same  conception  in  Leibnitz,  who  owed  a  great  deal 
to  Spinoza. 

«  .  The  mind  and  the  body  are  one  and  the  same  thing,  conceived 
at  one  time  under  the  attribute  of  thought,  and  at  another  under  that  of 
extension.  For  this  reason  the  order  and  concatenation  of  things  is  one 
whether  nature  be  conceived  under  this  or  that  attribute,  and  conse- 
quently the  order  of  the  actions  and  passions  of  our  body  is  coincident 
in  nature  with  the  order  of  the  actions  and  passions  of  the  mind.  .  .  . 
Although  these  things  are  so,  and  no  ground  for  doubting  remains,  I 
scarcely  believe,  nevertheless,  that,  without  a  proof  derived  from  experi- 
ence men  will  be  induced  calmly  to  weigh  what  has  been  said,  so  firmly 
are  they  persuaded  that  solely  at  the  bidding  of  the  mind  the  body  moves 
or  rests,  and  does  a  number  of  things  which  depend  upon  the  will  of  the 
mind  alone  and  upon  the  power  of  thought.  For  what  the  body  can  do 
no  one  has  hitherto  determined,  that  is  to  say,  experience  has  taught  u* 
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hitherto  what  the  body,  without  being  determined  by  the  mind,  can  do 
and  what  it  cannot  do  from  the  laws  of  nature  alone,  in  so  far  as  nature 
is  considered  meiely  as  coi'poreal  .  .  .  not  to  mention  tlie  fact  that  niany 
things  are  observed  in  brutes  which  far  surpass  human  sagacity,  and  that 
sleep-walkers  in  their  sleep  do  very  many  things  which  they  dare  not  do 
when  awake  ;  all  this  showing  that  the  body  itself  can  do  many  things 
from  the  laws  of  its  own  nature  alone,  at  which  the  mind  belonging  to 
that  body  is  amazed  "  (Ibid.). 

In  short,  there  is,  according  to  Spinoza,  no  connection 
between  extension  and  thought,  but  there  is  a  constant 
parallelism  in  the  development  of  these  two  divine  attributes, 
whose  harmony  is  due  to  the  unity  of  the  substance  which 
they  reveal. 

Leibnitz  :   Theory  of  Fre-establishcd  Harmony. 

In  his  New  System  of  the  Nature  of  Substances,  and  of  the 
Communication  between  them,  Leibnitz  tells  us  that  it  was  the 
problem  of  the  union  of  the  soul  and  body  that  led  hiui  to 
consider  the  general  problem  of  the  intercommunication  of 
substances. 

"  Having  settled  these  things,  I  thought  I  had  gained  my  haven,  but 
when  I  set  myself  to  meditate  upon  the  union  of  soul  and  body  I  was,  as 
it  were,  driven  back  into  the  deep  sea.  For  I  found  no  way  of  explaining 
how  the  body  tiansmits  anything  to  the  soul  or  vice  versa^  nor  how  one 
substance  can  communicate  with  another  created  substance  "  {New  System^ 
Latta's  trans,  p.  311). 

In  accordance  with  his  usual  progressive  method,  Leibnitz 
gives  a  solution  of  this  problem,  by  which  we  are  led  ever 
further  from  the  external  to  the  internal,  from  the  compound 
to  the  simple,  from  appearance  to  being.  Starting  from 
Descartes'  hypothesis  of  two  heterogeneous  suljstances,  how  are 
we  to  conceive  their  union  and  the  relations  between  them  ? 

"  Suppose  two  clocks  or  two  watches  which  perfectly  keep  time  together 
{s^ accordent).  Now  that  may  happen  in  three  ways.  The  first  way 
consists  in  the  mutual  influence  of  each  clock  upon  the  other  ;  the  second, 
in  the  care  of  a  man  who  looks  after  them  ;  the  third,  in  their  own 
accuracy.  .  .  .  Now  put  the  soul  and  the  body  in  place  of  the  two  clocks. 
Their  agreement  (accord)  or  sympathy  will  also  arise  in  one  of  these  three 
ways.  The  way  of  influence  is  that  of  the  common  philosophy,  but  as  we 
cannot  conceive  material  particles  or  immaterial  species  or  qualities 
which  can  pass  from  one  of  these  substances  into  the  other,  we  are  obliged 
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to  give  up  this  opinion.  The  way  of  assistance  is  that  of  the  system  of 
occasional  causes  ;  but  I  hold  that  this  is  to  introduce  Deus  ex  machina  m 
a  natural  and  ordinary  matter,  in  which  it  is  reasonable  that  God  should 
intervene  only  in  the  way  in  which  He  supports  (concourt  a)  all  the  other 
things  of  nature.  Thus  there  remains  only  my  hypothesis,  that  is  to  say, 
the  way  of  the  harmony  pre-established  by  a  contrivance  of  the  Divine 
foresight,  which  has  from  the  beginning  formed  each  of  these  substances 
in  so  perfect,  so  regular,  and  accurate-  a  manner  that  by  merely  following 
its  own  laws  which  were  given  to  it  when  it  came  into  being,  each 
substance  is  yet  in  harmony  with  the  other,  just  as  if  there  were  a  mutual 
influence  between  them,  or  as  if  God  were  continually  putting  His  hand 
upon  them,  in  addition  to  His  general  support  (concurrence)"  (Ibid. 
p.  332). 

Thus  the  soul  and  the  body,  regarded  from  this  first  point 
of  view,  are  like  two  clocks,  which,  without  acting  one  on  the 
other,  always  point  to  the  same  hour  and  strike  at  the  same 

time. 

But  this  is  only  an  external  and  superficial  point  of  view, 
for  it  is  in  the  nature  and  universal  laws  of  Being  that  we 
must  look  for  the  reason  of  appearances.  Pre-established 
harmony  was  for  Leibnitz  not  only  a  theory  of  the  union  of 
soul  and  body;  one  might  almost  say  that  it  contained  his 
whole  philosophy.  As  they  are  simple,  substances  cannot  act 
on  one  another  from  without.  "  The  monads  have  no  windows 
through  which  anything  could  come  in  or  go  out"  {Monad. 
§  7).  On  this  hypothesis,  which  seems  to  break  up  being 
into  an  infinity  of  isolated  individuals,  how  is  the  unity  of 
the  world  as  it  appears  to  us,  and  the  harmony  between  the 
phenomena  which  constitute  it,  to  be  explained  ? 

"  It  is  thus— that  God  at  first  so  created  the  soul,  or  any  other  real  unity, 
that  everything  must  arise  in  it  from  its  own  inner  nature  (fonds)  with  a 
perfect  spontaneity  as  regards  itself,  and  yet  with  a  perfect  conformity  to 
things  outside  of  it.  .  .  .  And  accordingly,  since  each  of  these  substances 
accurately  represents  the  whole  universe  in  its  own  way  and  from  a 
certain  point  of  view,  and  the  perceptions  or  expressions  of  external 
things  come  into  the  soul  at  their  appropriate  time,  in  virtue  of  its  own 
laws,  as  in  a  world  by  itself,  and  as  if  there  existed  nothing  but  God  and 
the  'soul  (to  adopt  the  phrase  of  a  certain  person  of  high  intellectual 
power,  renowned  for  his  piety),  there  will  be  a  perfect  agreement  between 
all  these  substances,  which  will  have  the  same  result  as  would  be  observed 
if  they  had  communication  with  one  another  by  a  transmission  of  species 
or  of  qualities,  such  as  the  mass  of  ordinary  philosophers  suppose  "  (New 
System).    Tlie  true  relation  between  them  is  an  ideal  influence  which 
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resembles  in  its  effects  a  real  influence,  but  is  altogether  internal.  Thus 
each  monad  has  within  itself  the  principle  of  all  its  own  development. 
Its  perceptions  come  to  it  from  itself  alone,  and  the  monad  for  Leibnitz, 
as  for  Spinoza,  is  a  "  spiritual  automaton  "  (N^eir  Si/stem)  ;  but  there  is 
at  the  same  time  a  pre-established  harni()ny  between  its  acts  and  the  acts 
of  all  the  other  monads,  and,  in  this  way,  the  monad  is  "a  perpetual 
living  mirror  of  the  universe"  {Monad.  §  56). 

It  is  in  tbese  general  laws  that  the  explanation  of  the  union 
of  soul  and  body  is  to  be  found. 

**  Thus,  although  each  created  monad  represents  the  whole  universe, 
it  represents  more  distinctly  the  body  which  specially  pertains  to  it,  and 
of  which  it  is  the  entelechy  "  {Ibid.  §  62).  "These  principles  have  given 
me  a  way  of  explaining  naturally  the  union  or  rather  the  mutual  agree- 
ment {conformité)  of  the  soul  and  the  organic  body.  The  soul  follows  its 
own  laws,  and  the  body  likewise  follows  its  own  laws  ;  and  they  agree 
with  each  other  in  virtue  of  the  pre-established  hainiony  between  all  sub- 
stances, since  they  are  all  representations  of  one  and  the  same  universe  " 
(J$  78). 

When  Leibnitz  says  that  the  soul  is  united  more  especially 
to  a  particular  body,  he  means  that  God,  in  ordering  the 
sequence  of  the  acts  of  the  monad  which  constitutes  the  body, 
has  had  regard  to  the  soul,  and  vice  versa.  In  the  same  way, 
in  order  rightly  to  understand  the  reciprocal  action  between 
the  soul  and  the  body,  we  must  bear  in  mind  what  Leibnitz 
really  means  by  acting  and  suffering. 

"  A  created  thing  is  said  to  act  outwaidly  in  so  far  as  it  has  perfection, 
and  to  suffer  (or  be  passive,  pâtir)  in  relation  to  another,  in  so  far  as  it  is 
imperfect.  Thus  activity  {action)  is  attributed  to  a  monad  in  so  far  as  it 
has  distinct  perceptions,  and  passivity  {passion)  in  so  far  as  its  percep- 
tions are  confused.  And  one  created  thing  is  moie  perfect  than  another 
in  this,  that  there  is  found  in  the  more  perfect  that  which  serves  to 
explain  a  priori  what  takes  place  in  the  less  peifect,  and  it  is  on  this 
account  that  the  former  is  said  to  act  upf>n  the  latter.  But  in  simple  sub- 
stances the  influence  of  one  monad  upon  another  is  only  ideal,  and  it  can 
have  its  effect  only  through  the  mediation  of  God,  in  so  far  as  in  the 
ideas  of  God  any  monad  rightly  claims  that  God  in  regulating  the  others 
from  the  beginning  of  things  should  have  regard  to  it"  {Monad.  §§  49, 
50,  51). 

The  interaction  between  the  soul  and  the  body  is  thus,  like 
their  union,  entirely  ideal.  The  body  is  impelled  to  carry  out 
the  commands  of  the  soul,  in  so  far  as  the  latter  has  distinct  per- 
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ceptions,  and  the  soul  submits  to  be  moved  by  the  passions 
which  arise  out  of  bodily  representations.  In  a  word,  the  soul 
is  a  higher  kind  of  monad,  and  the  entelechy  of  the  body.  It 
is  in  this  sense  that  in  the  soul  is  found  the  reason  of  the  acts 
of  the  numberless  monads  which  constitute  the  body,  and  of  the 
harmony  between  them  ;  again,  the  soul  acts  on  the  body,  in 
so  far  as  in  the  soul  is  found  the  reason  of  what  takes  place 
in  the  monads,  which  she  ideally  binds  together.  The  body 
acts  on  the  soul,  in  so  far  as  in  the  body  a  reason  for  the 
modifications  of  the  soul  is  found. 

Conclusion  :  Since  the  Cartesian  attempts  Fhilosoplters  have 
endeavoured  to  avoid  the  Difficulty. 

It  may  be  said  that,  since  the  attempts  made  by  the  Car- 
tesian school,  philosophers  have  endeavoured  to  avoid  rather 
than  to  solve  the  problem  of  the  union  of  the  soul  and  the 
body,  as  well  as  the  more  general  problem  of  the  intercom- 
munication of  substances.  The  doctrine  of  physical  influx^ 
which  is  sometimes  attributed  to  Euler,  but  was  really  the 
traditional  theory  of  the  Schools,  offers  no  solution  of  the 
problem.  Physical  influx  merely  means  natural  influence}  and 
this  doctrine  consists  in  accepting  as  a  fact  that  two  sub- 
stances naturally  re-act  on  one  another,  but  it  presents  no 
hypothesis  that  would  explain  the  how  of  this  union. 

Scientific  men  and  phenomenalists  of  the  school  of  Hume  are 

"  From  whatever  point  of  view,"  says  Euler,  "  we  consider  that  close 
union  between  body  and  soul  which  constitutes  the  essence  of  a  living 
man,  it  will  always  remain  inexplicable  by  philosophy  "  {Letter  to  a  Ger- 
man Princess^  2nd  Part,  I,  1 3). 

1  In  this  account  of  the  different  hypotheses  offered  in  explanation  of  the 
union  of  soul  and  body,  we  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  speak  of  the  so- 
called  theory  of  a  Pla^stic  medium  which  in  some  handbooks  of  Philosophy  is 
(on  the  authority  of  Laromiguière)  ascribed  to  Cudworth,  the  well-known 
author  of  the  Syntema  intellectuale.  We  have  shown  in  our  Latin  thesis  (De 
Natura  Pla^stica  Apud  Ciidivorthum,  1848,  translated  into  French  1860)  that 
there  is  nothing  of  the  kind  in  Cudworth.  His  Plastic  Nature  does  not  serve  to 
explain  the  union  of  soul  and  body  but  the  production  of  organisation  and  of  life. 
It  is  a  kind  of  instinct,  a  kind  of  plastic  life  in  nature  analogous  to  what  is  now 
called  the  Unconscious  ;  and  Cudworth  uses  it  further  as  a  world  soul,  which 
under  God's  commands  is  charged  with  the  organizing  of  things,  and  is  respon- 
sible for  the  irregularities  and  errors  in  nature.  This  semi-spiritual,  semi-material 
principle  could  not  (as  was  supposed)  have  been  employed  as  an  explanation  of 
the  union  of  soul  and  body.  It  is  a  hypothesis  as  puerile  as  it  is  contradictory, 
II.  Q 
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content  to  state  that  we  cannot  lay  hold  of  the  connection 
between  a  bodily  modification  and  a  state  of  consciousness, 
and  that,  consequently,  we  have  before  us  two  series  of 
irreducil)le  phenomena.      In  Tyndall's  words  : 

"  Were  our  minds  and  senses  so  expanded,  strengthened,  and  illumi- 
nated as  to  enable  us  to  see  and  feel  the  very  molecules  of  the  brain,  were  we 
capable  of  following  all  their  motions,  all  their  groupings,  all  their  electric 
discharges— if  such  there  be,  and  were  we  intimately  acquainted  with 
the  corresponding  states  of  thought  and  feeling,  we  should  be  as  far  as 
ever  from  the  solution  of  the  problem  :  how  are  these  physical  processes 
connected  with  the  facts  of  consciousness  ?  The  chasm  between  the  two 
classes  of  phenomena  would  still  remain  intellectually  impassable." 

Kant  regards  it  as  one  of  the  advantages  of  his  Critique  of 
Pure  Reason  that  it  relieves  us  of  the  insoluble  proldem  of  the 
union  of  soul  and  body.  Something  of  the  Cartesian  dualism 
yet  remains  in  his  theory  :  the  underlying  substance  of  things 
is  neither  matter  nor  mind,  but  an  unknown  thing-in-itself, 
which  is  revealed  to  us  in  body  and  thought  under  the  different 
forms  of  space  and  time.  The  Materialists  and  the  Idealists 
were  both  equally  wrong:  we  do  not  perceive  mind  immediately 
as  a  substance,  much  less  as  the  substance  of  all  things  ;  mind  is 
not  a  mode  or  a  phenomenon  of  matter,  there  is  no  way  of  pass- 
ing from  the  one  to  another.  Body  and  thought  are  two  different 
phenomena  ;  it  is  possible  that  the  thing-in-itself  is  a  single 
substance,  which  under  the  form  of  space  is  body,  and  under 
the  form  of  time  is  thought.  Although  we  cannot  escape  from 
this  antithesis  of  the  two  orders  of  phenomena,  we  are  delivered 
by  the  Critique  from  an  insoluble  problem. 

"  The  difficulty  which  lies  in  the  execution  of  this  task  consists,  as  is 
well  known,  in  the  presupposed  heterogeneity  of  the  object  of  the  internal 
sense  (the  soul)  and  the  objects  of  the  external  senses,  inasmuch  as  the 
formal  condition  of  the  intuition  of  the  one  is  time,  and  of  that  of  the 
other  space  also.  But  if  we  consider  that  both  kinds  of  objects  do  not  ditfer 
internally,  but  only  in  so  far  as  the  one  appears  externally  to  the  other- 
consequently  that  what  lies  at  the  basis  of  phenomena,  as  a  thing-in-itself, 
may  not  be  heterogeneous,  this  difficulty  disappears.  There  then  remains 
no  other  difficulty  than  is  to  be  found  in  the  question— how  a  community 
of  substances  is  possible  ;  a  question  which  lies  out  of  the  region  of 
psychology,  and  which  the  reader,  after  what  in  our  analytic  has  been 
said  of  primitive  forces  and  faculties,  will  easily  judge  to  be  also  beyond 
the  region  of  human  cognition  »  {Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  Transe. 
Dialectic,  Bk.  II,  Ch.  I). 
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For  Fichte  there  is  only  one  substance,  the  infinite  Ego.  On 
the  other  hand,  Schelling's  Absolute  is  the  identity  of  subject 
and  object,  of  the  real  and  the  ideal. 

"  Nature  not  only  in  herself,  as  being  the  integral  and  absolute  act  of 
the  divine  manifestation,  but  also  in  her  visible  existence,  is  essentially 
■one,  and  contains  no  inner  diversity.  In  all  things  Nature  is  the  same 
life,  the  same  power,  the  same  fusion  through  ideas.  In  Nature  there  is  ' 
no  pure  corporeal  existence,  but  everywhere  souls  symbolically  trans- 
formed into  body.  .  .  .  Psychology  rests  on  the  hypothesis  of  the 
antithesis  between  soul  and  body,  and  it  is  easy  to  imagine  what  may 
€ome  of  inquiries  into  what  does  not  exist,  namely,  a  soul  in  opposition 
to  the  body.  Any  true  science  of  man  must  be  sought  in  the  essential 
and  absolute  unity  of  soul  and  body,  that  is,  in  the  idea  of  man,  and  con- 
sequently not  in  general  in  the  real  and  empirical  man,  who  is  merely  a 
relative  manifestation  of  the  former.  ...  A  true  science  of  Nature  must 
start  from  the  identity  of  soul  and  body  in  all  existence  ;  so  that  between 
physics  and  psychology  no  real  antithesis  should  be  conceived  to  exist  " 
(  Vorlesiuigen  ilher  die  Méthode  des  Akade^niscken  Studiums,  VI  and  XI). 

Materialists  affirm  the  identity  of  matter  and  force  :  "  there  is 
no  matter  without  force,  they  say,  and  no  force  without  matter,"  ' 
Init  they  do  not  trouble  themselves  to  define  either  matter 
or  force,  nor  the  how  of  their  union.  The  Spiritualists  who 
still  uphold  the  Cartesian  dualism,  regard  the  union  of  the  two 
heterogeneous  substances,  mind  and  body,  as  a  fact  which 
experience  compels  us  to  accept,  and  which  science  is  incapable 

of  explaining. 

It  would  seem,  however,  that  there  is  a  growing  tendency 
to  admit  that  substance  is  one,  after  the  manner  either  of 
Leibnitz  or  of  Spinoza,  and  in  this  way  to  avoid  the  insoluble 
problem  of  the  union  of  soul  and  body.  But  at  the  same 
time,  we  must  remark  that  it  is  not  much  easier  to  under- 
stand how  two  substances  of  the  same  nature  can  act  on 
one  another.  As  Cuvier  observes,  the  communication  of  motion 
appears  to  us  to  be  adequately  explained,  only  because  we  are 
accustomed  to  find  it  everywhere.  It  would  seem  as  if,  in 
accordance  with  Schelling's  conception,  the  interaction  between 
all  the  individuals  which  make  up  the  universe  can,  in  the  last 
resort,  be  comprehensible  only  through  the  hypothesis  of  the 
unity  of  the  principles  of  which  they  are  the  manifestation. 
The  drawback  to  this  hypothesis  is,  that  in  explaining  the  unity 
of  things  it  imperils  their  individuality. 


PART  IV 


THEODICY  OR  NATURAL  THEOLOGY 


CHAPTER  I 

THE  RELIGIOUS  PROBLEM  IN  ANCIENT  TIMES  AND  IN 

THE  MIDDLE  AGES 

It  may  be  said  that,  broadly  speaking,  all  philosophy  grew 
out  of  mythology  ;  but  this  is  especially  true  of  that  branch 
of  philosophy  which  deals  with  the  questions  of  the  existence 
and  the  attributes  of  God.  It  is  evident  that  these  problems 
arose  out  of  reflections  suggested  to  the  human  mind  by  the 
popular  beliefs  which  lie  at  the  root  of  every  religion.  Logi- 
cally, then,  the  history  of  religion  should  have  preceded  the 
history  of  philosophy  ;  but  we  shall  not  go  so  far  back  ;  we 
shall  merely  give  a  brief  account  of  the  earliest  religious 
conceptions  of  the  Greeks,  as  far  as  they  can  be  discovered 
through  the  works  of  their  earliest  poets,  through  the  Theogony 
of  Hesiod  and  the  poems  of  Homer. 

Ch^eek  Theology  :   The  Poets  ;  Hesiod  and  Homer. 

Hesiod  taught  that  the  world  came  out  of  chaos  through  the 
operation  of  Love. 

"  Foremost  sprang  Chaos  and  next  broad-bosomed  Earth  ever 
secure  seat  of  all  Immortals  ...  and  dark  dim  Tartarus  in  a  recess  of 
Earth  having  broad  ways,  and  Love  who  is  most  beautiful  among  im- 
mortal gods,  Love  that  relaxes  the  limbs But  from  Chaos  were  born 

Erebus  and  black  Night,  and  from  Night  again  sprang  forth  Aether  and 
Day,  whom  she  bare  after  having  conceived  by  union  with  Erebus  in  love 
(Theog.  U6  et  seq.). 

We    find   the   same  theogony  in   the    myth   of    the    birds 
related  by  Aristophanes  in  his  comedy  of  that  name  (Birds, 
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V,  191).  This  appears  to  have  been  the  most  ancient  form  of 
Greek  theology,  and  it  corresponds  to  a  certain  extent  with 
what  we  can  learn  of  the  theology  of  the  Phoenicians  from  the 
testimony  of  Sanchuniathon  (Philo  Byblius  ap.  Eusebius,Pr«<?pa?\ 
Evang.  I,  c,  VI).  It  is,  as  we  see,  a  kind  of  pantheistic 
naturalism,  in  which  everything  comes  out  of  chaos,  through 
the  operation  of  forces  which  lay  dormant  within  it  and  by 
which  it  is  transformed. 

In  Homer's  theology  we  find  quite  a  different  tone  and  a 
different  spirit.  This  pantheistical  and  naturaUstic  cosmogony 
becomes  an  anthropomorphism  that  is  not  far  removed  from 
theism.  Jupiter  is  the  supreme  ruler  (uTraroç  jmria-Twp),  who 
arranges  and  directs  all  things  ;  all  the  forces  of  the  universe 
are  subject  to  his  autliority.  In  the  highest  place  in  the 
empire  of  the  gods,  Jupiter  stands  alone  as  the  ideal  of 
supreme  power  and  absolute  intelligence.  He  presides  over 
the  assemblies  of  the  gods,  and  he  holds  comnmnion  with 
man.  He  is  the  father  of  Ate,  who  leads  the  guilty  astray;  of 
Kemorse,  by  which  ofïences  are  wiped  out  ;  of  Pity,  the  avenger 
of  the  oppressed.  He  is  the  protector  of  the  rights  on  which 
rest  the  relations  between  men,  the  supreme  God  of  oaths  and 
of  the  family.  He  watches  over  the  habitations  of  men,  is  the 
patron  of  guests  and  suppliants,  and  even  of  beggars  (see  Jules 
Girard,  Du  Sentiment  religicKX  chez  les  Grecs,  pp.  71,  72). 

Notwithstanding  the  many  noble  thoughts  which  are  to  be 
found  in  the  poetry  of  Homer  and  Hesiod,  the  religion  of  the 
Greeks  never  rose  much  above  mythology,  and  never  became 
exactly  what  we  call  a  religion.  For  the  marks  of  a  religion 
are  three  :  firstly,  a  revealer  ;  secondly,  a  sacred  book  ;  thirdly, 
a  system  of  metaphysics  and  of  ethics.  The  Greeks  had  no 
revealer  :  no  man  ever  professed  to  be  or  was  accepted  among 
them  as  a  sacred  and  privileged  intermediary  between  God  and 
man  ;  they  had  no  Manu,  no  Zoroaster,  no  Buddha.  Nor  had  they 
any  sacred  book  such  as  the  Zend-Avesta  or  the  Vedas,  or  the 
Koran.  Lastly,  they  had  no  theology,  that  is,  no  metaphysical 
and  moral  doctrine  evolved  by  a  learned  priesthood  and  regarded 
as  above  the  private  judgment  of  individuals.  In  Greece  the 
poets  were  the  theologians.  To  them  alone  was  due  the 
■  development  of  the  religious  and  moral  ideas  implied  in  the 
popular  beliefs.     Some  attempts  at  religious  organization  were, 
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however,  made,  and  these  give  us  an  idea  of  what  the  Greek 
religion  might  have  become.  Such  were  the  mysteries  of 
Orpheus  and,  one  might  even  add,  the  Pythagorean  Brother- 
hood. (See  Jules  Girard.)  AU  these  attempts,  however,  led 
to  nothing,  and  the  Greek  religion  remained  a  religion  of  the 
imagination,  in  which  philosophers  and  poets  took  the  place  of 
metaphysicians  and  moralists. 

Let  us  now  see  how  the  religious  notions  of  the  poets  were 
developed  through  philosophy. 

The  Cosmogony  of  the  First  Greek  Philosophers  :  The  Ionic 
School;  Xenophanes:  Criticism  of  Polytheism;  Pantheism  of 
Xenophanes  ;  Religious  Scepticism  ;   The  Sophists. 

Before  it  grew  into  a  theology,  the  earliest  Greek  philo- 
sophic system,  that  of  the  Ionic  school,  was  a  cosmogony  ;  and 
it  may  be  regarded  as  the  translation  into  an  abstract  and 
scientific  form  of  the  mythological  cosmogony.  Aristotle  traces 
the  doctrine  of  Thaïes,  who  derived  everything  from  water,  to 
the  ancient  myth,  according  to  which  Ocean  is  "  the  father 
of  Gods  and  men  "  (Arist.  Metaph.  I,  3).  But  the  cosmogony 
of  Thaïes,  though  apparently  materialistic,  was  inspired  by  a 
pantheistical  conception.  He  said  that  all  things  were  full  of 
God,  Trdvra  ifKripri  Oecov  (Arist.  Be  Anima,  I,  5).  He  also  thought 
the  loadstone  had  a  soul  (Arist.  I,  2,  405  a,  19). 

The  first  thinker  who  raised  the  conception  of  God  to  a 
philosophic  plane,  whether  by  comlmting  popular  superstitions 
or  by  defining  the  peculiar  marks  and  attributes  of  Divinity, 
was  Xenophanes,  the  founder  of  the  Eleatic  school.  Xeno- 
phanes ridicules  the  polytheistic  anthropomorphism.  Men, 
he  says,  make  gods  in  their  own  image. 

"  Negroes  imagine  them  as  black  and  with  flattened  noses  ;  the 
Thracians,  with  bhie  eyes  and  red  hair  ;  if  oxen  and  horses  could  paint, 
they  would  represent  their  gods  as  horses  and  oxen"  (Xenoph.  Frag, 
6  and  7  ;  Cic.  Be  Nat.  Deor.  I,  24). 

Homer  and  Hesiod  represent  the  Gods  as  committing  all  the 
acts  that  are  considered  most  disgraceful  in  men,  such  as  theft 
and  adultery  (Cic.  De  Nat.  Deor.  I,  24). 

Xenophanes  gave,  according  to  Aristotle  {De  Xenoph.  3),  an 
a  priori  proof  of   the  unity  of  God:   "If  God  is  the  most 
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powerful  of  beings,  He  must  be  One  ;  for  if  He  were  two  or 
several,  He  would  not  be  the  most  powerful,  since  in  that  case 
He  could  not  accomplish  His  will  in  all  things";  and  he 
proved  the  eternity  of  God  in  the  same  way.  Finally,  he 
ascribes  to  Him  the  highest  of  all  attributes,  namely,  intelli- 
gence :  "  Without  effort,"  he  says,  "  He  directs  all  things^  by 
the  omnipotence  of  mind;  aTrâveuGe  ttovoio  I'oov  (ppem  iravTa 
KpaSalvei  "  (Frag.  3).  It  may,  however,  be  questioned  whether 
these  words  are  to  be  understood  in  a  theistical  or  pantheis- 
tical sense  (see  V.  Cousin,  Frag,  pkiloscyphiqiifs,  art.  Xenophane). 
Aristotle  tells  us  that  it  was  while  contemplating  the  whole 
heaven  that  Xenophanes  reached  the  conception  of  the  Divine 
unity  :  e/V  tov  o\ov  ovpavov  à-n-ofiXé^aç  (Metaph.  I,  5)  ;  and 
it  would  seem  also  that  it  is  to  the  whole  universe  that  the 
following  lofty  conception  applies:  "Whole  and  entire  He 
sees,  conceives,  and  hears  :  OvXoç  opa,  ovXoç  Se  voeï,  ovXoç  Se 
T  àKovei  "  (Frag.  2). 

Thus,  it  was  not  Xenophanes  but  Anaxagoras  who  first 
separated  mind  from  matter,  and  saw  in  Intelligence  the  source 
of  all  things.  This  we  gather  from  the  following  passage  in 
Aristotle  : 

"  For  of  the  excellent  and  beautiful  order  of  some  things,  and  of  the 
production  of  others  of  the  entities,  it  is  not  natural  to  assign,  perhaps, 
either  earth  or  anything  of  this  kind  as  a  cause  .  .  .  nor  was  it  seemly, 
on  the  other  hand,  to  attribute  so  important  a  part  to  chance  and 
fortune.  Now,  whosoever  affirmed  mind,  as  in  animals,  so  also  in  nature, 
to  be  the  cause  of  the  system  of  the  world,  and  of  the  entire  harmony 
of  it,  the  same  appeared,  as  it  were,  of  sober  temperament,  in  comparison 
with  the  vain  theorists  of  earlier  ages  {oTov  vri<t>u)v  eifidv-q  trap  iiKiy 
Xkyovra'i  tovs  irpoT^pov)  Now,  we  know  that  Anaxagoras  openly 
adopted  these  principles"  {Metaph.  1,  3). 

The  following  are  the  fragments  from  Anaxagoras  which  we 
still  possess,  and  which  go  to  prove  the  above  theory  : 

"  In  the  beginning  there  was  an  infinite  number  of  things,  all  mixed  up 
together,  then  mind  came  and  separated  them  and  arranged  them  all  in 
distinct   order  :     o/nov   irdvTa    ^prjixara  ^v^   Nov*  irdvra    SL€KO(Tfxrj(r€ 
(D.L.    II,  6).     "  Mind  is  independent  {avTOKpdrrjs)  ;  is  not  mixed  with 
anything  else,  is  entire  in  itself,  fiovvos  avrhs  €</>'  cavrov  cort.     Mind  i» 

1  The  word  di€K6<Tfir](T€  signifies  both  the  act  of  separating  (ôid)  and  the  act  of 
putting  order  into  things  (*co(r/4^w). 
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the  most  subtle  and  the  purest  of  things,  to  XcirroTarov,  to  Kadapiorarov" 
(Frag.  8).     "  It  has  a  supreme  ppwer  over  all  things  :   urxva    /xéyto-ros  ■ 
iravTiov  vov<s  Kparcct."     Lastly,  "mind  possesses  unUmited  knowledge: 
TTC/ot  TrdvTOS  i^orx^t-i  Travra  lyvw'   {Simplicnis^  271a,  30). 

With  the  Sophists,  scepticism  as  regards  religious  matters 
appears  for  the  first  time.     Protagoras  said  : 

'^1  know  nothing  about  the  Gods,  whether  they  are  or  are  not. 
ovO'  m  6ÎO-1,  ovff  a)ç  ovK  €l(ri  "  (D.L.  ix,  51).  Thrasymachus  is  supposed  to 
have  suggested  doubts  concerning  Divine  Providence.  He  said  that  the 
Gods  did  not  trouble  themselves  about  human  affairs  :  ort  ot  Oeol  ovx 
opujcL  Ta  dvOpanrtva. 

Finally,  to  Critias,  one  of  the  thirty  tyrants,  and  a  pupil  of 
the  Sophists  and  of  Socrates,  a  passage  is  attributed  in  which, 
like  the  philosophers  of  the  eighteenth  century,  he  ascribes 
the  invention  of  the  Gods  to  the  law  makers. 

"  In  the  beginning,"  he  says,  "  men  lived  like  animals,  without  law  or 
order.  Penal  laws  were  established,  but  as  the  laws  only  reached  crimes 
that  were  openly  committed,  a  clever,  ingenious  man  came  forward,  who, 
with  a  view  to  preventing  hidden  crimes,  spoke  of  the  immortal  gods, 
and  gave  out  that  heaven  was  their  dwelling-place  "  (Sext.  Emp.  Adv, 
Math.  IX,  54). 

Philosophic   Theism  :    Socrates  ;   Final  Causes  ;  Providence. 

The  irreligious  tendency  of  the  Sophists'  teaching  called  forth 
a  defender  of  the  moral  and  religious  conceptions  of  mankind. 
Although  we  have  found,  it  is  true,  in  previous  thinkers  the 
germs  of  philosophic  theism,  they  were  still  so  feeble  and  so 
vague  that  we  are  justified  in  regarding  Socrates  as  its  true 
founder,  as  the  first  philosopher  who  had  the  conception  of  a 
Divine  Personality,  and  as  the  discoverer  of  that  proof  of  the 
existence  of  God  which  was  known  in  the  Schools  as  the  proof 
by  final  causes.  We  have  in  the  speech  of  Socrates  in  Plato's 
Phaedo,  and  again  in  the  conversation  carried  on  between 
Socrates,  Euthydemus  and  Aristodemus,  as  reported  by 
Xenophon,  the  clearest  statement  of  the  above  doctrines. 

Like  his  predecessors,  Socrates  had  at  first  occupied  himself 
with  physics  and  cosmogony,  but  he  could  not  rest  content 
with  their  explanation  of  things.  Even  Anaxagoras,  who, 
indeed,  introduced  intelligence  into  his  system  but  made  no 
use  of  it,  failed  to  satisfy  him.     For  Socrates,  on  the  contrary, 
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•conceived  the  universe  as  the  product  of  a  moral  cause,  of  a  bene- 
ficent will.  He  said  that  phenomena  came  to  Ije  not  because 
they  nuist,  but  because  it  was  good  that  they  should  exist. 
This  is  the  substance  of  his  speech  in  the  Fhaedo  (96,  199). 
Xenophon  gives  a  similar  but  more  popular  account  of  the 
•doctrine  of  Socrates  in  the  Memorabilia.  There  he  points  out 
to  Aristodemus  (Mem.  I,  4)  the  happy  combinations  found  in 
the  human  body,  the  harmonious  concatenation  of  causes  and 
.  effects,  and  of  means  and  ends.  In  nature  he  finds  not  only 
traces  of  intelligence,  but  proofs  of  a  beneficent  power  which 
watches  over  man  (IV,  3).  He  believes  in  the  constant 
presence  and  unerring  action  of  this  power  in  the  universe. 
He  believes  that  God  observes  the  actions  of  men,  and  that 
He  knows  their  secret  thoughts  and  feelings. 

Thus  Socrates  acknowledges  the  existence,  not  only  of  God, 
but  of  Providence,  and  not  only  of  that  universal  Providence 
which  watches  over  the  whole  world,  but  of  a  particular  Pro- 
vidence which  is  interested  in  the  fate  of  individuals.  He 
recommends  men  to  pray,  and  to  pray  only  for  the  good  of 
their  souls,  and  not  for  temporal  goods.  Speaking  from  the 
philosophical  point  of  view,  we  may  say  that  it  was  Socrates 
who  revealed  the  God  of  the  West.  Whilst,  with  the  exception 
of  Judea,  the  whole  of  the  East  adored  nature  under  the  name 
of  God,  and  whilst  the  Greek  religion  was  still  no  more  than  a 
religion  of  nature  in  an  anthropomorphic  form,  Socrates  was  the 
first  to  make  known  the  moral  God,  such  as  He  has  since  been 
acknowledged  and  adored  by  all  civilized  nations. 

Plato's  Beligioîis  Doctrine  :  the  Idea  of  tlie  Good  :  the 
J^\f^  of  God;  Proofs  of  the  Existence  of  God;  Providence; 
The  Existence  of  Evil  ;  Optimism. 

Plato  gave  to  the  conceptions  of  Socrates  a  fuller  de- 
velopment and  a  more  scientific  form.  It  is  with  him  that 
the  history  of  the  philosophy  of  religion  really  begins. 
Indeed,  it  might  be  said  with  truth  that  his  whole  philosophy, 
that  is  to  say,  his  theory  of  Ideas,  was  nothing  else  than  a 
theodicy. 

What  are  we  to  understand  by  the  term  Idea  (iSea,  eîSoç)  in 
Plato's  doctrine  ?  It  was  the  universal  and  essential  element 
in  all    things,   that   which   is   fixed   and  permanent  in   them. 
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But  the  Idea  is  superior  to  individuals,  not  only  in  quantity 
as  being  the  one  in  the  many,  but  also  in  quality.  It  is  not 
only  the  universal,  it  is  also  the  ideal  (see  our  Essai  sur  la 
dialectique  de  Platon^  p.  249).  No  doubt  these  two  points  of 
view  were  often  confounded  by  Plato,  so  that  Aristotle  was 
led  to  regard  his  theory  as  a  tissue  of  abstractions,  but  the 
whole  spirit  of  Plato's  teaching  contradicts  this  interpreta- 
tion. For  Plato,  the  measure  of  Being  was  not  only  the 
generality  and  extension  of  the  concept,  it  was  at  the 
same  time  and  more  especially  its  perfection.  For,  among 
all  the  different  Ideas,  to  which  does  Plato  give  the  highest 
rank,  and  to  which  does  he  always  unhesitatingly  and  with  the 
most  entire  conviction  ascribe  existence  ?  Is  it  not  to  the^ 
Ideas  of  what  is  most  perfect,  the  Ideas  of  the  Just,  the  Fair, 
and  the  Good  ? 


'^.  .  .  There  is  an  absolute  beauty  and  goodness,  an  absolute  essence 
of  all  things.  .  .  .  For  there  is  nothing  which,  to  my  mind,  is  so  patent 
as  that  beauty,  goodness  .  .  ,  have  a  most  real  and  absolute  existence  " 
{Phaedo,  77). 

In  a  word,  all  the  Ideas  Plato  here  discusses  have  the  char- 
acteristics of  existence,  and  are  regarded  by  him  as  being 
beyond  all  doubt,  and,  although  he  places  them  in  a  lower 
rank,  it  is  the  same  with  the  mathematical  notions,  equality^ 
number  and  measure,  all  that  constitutes  the  principle  of  order 
and  harmony  in  sensible  things.  Finally,  but  with  some 
hesitation,  Plato  teaches  the  existence  of  the  Ideas  of  sensible 
things,  that  is  to  say,  the  essential  principle  of  each  genus 
and  each  species,  such  as  the  Idea  of  man  (Parm.  130),  the 
Idea  of  fire  {Tim.  51  c),  and  even  the  Idea  of  the  sensible  world 
ingeneral,  which  he  calls  to  avTo(wov. 

But,  can  it  be  that  these  ideal  types,  these  bases  of  the 
visible  and  sensible  reality,  are,  as  has  been  asserted,  merely 
modes  without  substance,  or  do  they  not  rather  themselves  depend 
upon  a  higher  Idea,  which  is  no  other  than  the  Idea  of  God  ? 
On  this  point  Plato's  own  words  are  decisive.  It  is  impossible 
to  separate  the  Ideas  from  God.  For  does  not  Plato  say  in 
the  Pepublic,  "  All  intelligible  beings  derive  their  being  and  their 
essence  from  the  good,  to  eîvai  Kal  r^v  ova-iav  vtt'  €K€lvov  avroîç 
irpoa-eivai  ''  {Rep.  509  J).      And  does  not  this  mean  that  all  the- 
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Ideas  have  their  substance  in  the  Idea  of  the  Good,  which 
is,  in  fact,  God  Himself?  This  we  also  infer  from  another 
passage  in  the  Republic  : 

"  In  the  world  of  knowledge  the  Idea  of  Good  appears  last  of  all,  and 
is  seen  only  with  an  effort  ;  and  when  seen  is  also  referred  to  the 
universal  author  of  all  things  beautiful  and  right,  parent  of  light  and 
of  the  lord  of  light  in  this  visible  world,  and  the  immediate  source  of 
reason  and  truth  in  the  intellectual"  {Hep.  VII,  517a). 

Can  it  be  said  that  what  Plato  calls  the  Idea  of  the  Good  is 
not  God  Himself  ?  What,  then,  is  it  ?  What  principle,  other 
than  God,  could  be  the  source  of  truth  and  of  intelligence,  the 
cause  of  all  that  is  beautiful  and  good  in  things  ? 

"  This  [the  Idea  of  Good]  you  will  deem  to  be  the  cause  of  science  and  of 
truth  .  .  .  beautiful,  too,  as  are  both  truth  and  knowledge,  you  will  be 
right  in  esteeming  this  other  nature  as  more  beautiful  than  either  .  .  . 
science  and  truth  may  be  like  the  Good,  but  they  are  not  the  Good; 
true  Good  has  a  place  of  honour  yet  higher  "  {Itep.  VI,  508  e). 

Again,  it  is  this  same  principle  that,  according  to  Plato,  is 
the  object,  not  only  of  dialectic,  but  of  love.  Love  pursues  the 
Beautiful,  as  science  pursues  the  True,  and  virtue  the  Good.  Love 
rises  from  the  body  to  the  spirit,  from  beauty  of  form  to  beauty 
of  feeling,  from  beauty  of  feeling  to  beauty  of  knowledge,  until 
it  reaches  the  Beautiful  as  it  is  in  itself. 

"  But  what,"  says  Diotima  of  Mantineia  to  Socrates,  in  the  Symposium^ 
*'  what  if  man  had  eyes  to  see  the  true  beauty— the  divine  beauty,  I  mean, 
— pure  and  clear  and  unalloyed,  not  clogged  w^ith  the  pollutions  of  mor- 
tality and  all  the  colours  and  vanities  of  human  life— thither  looking,  and 
holding  converse  with  the  true  beauty,  simple  and  divine?"  {Symp. 
510  sqq.). 

And  this  God,  this  supreme  term  of  dialectic  and  of  love,  is 
not  a  logical  entity  without  consciousness  and  without  per- 
sonality, but  a  living  God. 

"  And,  O  Heavens,"  says  Plato  in  the  Sophist^  "  can  we  ever  be  made  to 
believe  that  motion  and  life  and  soul  and  mind  are  not  present  with  per- 
fect being  ?  Can  we  imagine  that  being  is  devoid  of  life  and  mind,  and 
■exists  in  awful  unmeaningness,  an  everlasting  fixture  "  (Sophist,  249  e). 

Plato,  while  he  ascends  to  God  spontaneously  in  the  upward 
movement  of  dialectic  and  of  love,  at  the  same  time  endeavours 
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to  establish  His  existence  by  arguments  ;  and,  with  him,  begins 
the  history  of  what  are  called  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of 

God. 

Istly.  The  proof  hj  efficient  cause.— M\  that  is  born,  or 
comes  into  being,  necessarily  proceeds  from  some  cause.  The 
cause  is  the  same  as  that  which  produces.  That  which 
produces  precedes,  and  the  thing  produced  follows  {Phil  7). 
There  exists,  therefore,  a  power  capable  of  causing  things  to 
become  other  than  they  were  before  (Sophist,  205  b). 

2ndly.    What  is  in  the  effect  exists  ideally  in  the  cause. 

''Soc.  May  our  body  be  said  to  have  a  soul  1—Pro.  Clearly.— .S'oc.  And 
whence  comes  that  soul,  my  dear  Protarchus,  unless  the  body  of  the 
universe,  which  contains  elements  like  those  in  our  bodies,  but  in  every 
way  fairer,  had  also  a  soul  ?  ...  and  wisdom  and  mind  cannot  exist  with- 
out soul  .  .  .  and  in  the  divine  nature  of  Zeus  would  you  not  say  that  there 
is  the  soul  and  the  mind  of  a  king,  because  there  is  in  him  the  power  of 
the  cause?"  (PM.  30). 

3rdly.  Proof  from  the  motor  cawsé-.— Plate,  forestalling  Aris- 
totle, gave  a  proof  of  the  existence  of  God  by  motion,  which  is  the 
subject  of  a  lengthy  demonstration  in  the  10th  book  of  the 
Laws.  It  is  true  that,  in  this  passage,  he  speaks  of  the  world- 
soul,  rather  than  of  God,  but  this  world-soul  was  created  by 
God. 

There  are  two  kinds  of  motion  ;  "  there  is  a  motion  able  to  move  other 
things,  but  not  to  move  itself,"  and  there  is  a  motion  that  "can  move  itself 
as  well  as  other  things."  The  substance  that  can  move  itself  is,  therefore, 
the  cause  of  motion  in  substances  that  cannot  move  themselves.  The  soul 
is,  then,  prior  to  the  body,  and,  consequently,  its  "  character,  and  manners, 
and  wishes,  and  reasonings,  and  true  opinions,  and  reflections,  and  recollec- 
tions are  prior  to  length,  and  breadth,  and  strength  of  bodies."  Plato 
finds  further  proof  in  the  celestial  order  and  harmony.  "  If,  my  friend, 
we  say  that  the  whole  path  and  movement  of  heaven,  and  of  all  that  is 
therein,  is  by  nature  akin  to  the  movement,  and  revolution,  and  calcula- 
tion of  mind,  and  proceeds  by  kindred  laws,  then,  as  is  plain,  we  must 
say  that  the  best  soul  takes  care  of  the  world,  and  guides  it  along  the 
good  path  "  {Laws  X). 

4thly.  Proof  by  final  causes.— VlsXo  was  a  faithful  follower  of 
the  Socratic  tradition.  We  cannot  say  whether  it  is  Socrates 
himself,  or  Plato  in  the  name  of  Socrates,  who  opposes  the 
method  of  final  causes  to  that  of  physical  causes.  It  is 
certain,  however,  that  this  well-known  passage  in  the  Phaedo 
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expresses  a  doctrine  which  they  held  in  common.  Socrates 
laughs  at  those  who  explain  the  universe  by  air,  water,  aether, 
etc.  : 

"  I  might  compare  him  to  a  person  who  began  by  maintaining  generally 
that  mind  is  the  cause  of  the  actions  of  Socrates,  but  who,  when  he 
endeavoured  to  explain  the  causes  of  my  sevei-al  actions  in  detail,  went 
on  to  show  that  I  sit  here  because  my  body  is  made  up  of  bones  and 
muscles  ;  and  that  as  the  bones,  as  he  would  say,  are  hard,  I  have  joint» 
which  divide  them,  and  the  muscles  are  elastic  and  they  cover  the  bones, 
etc.  .  .  .  and  he  would  have  a  similar  explanation  of  my  talking  to  you, 
which  he  would  attribute  to  sound,  and  ail',  and  hearing,  and  he  would 
assign  a  thousand  other  causes  of  the  same  sort,  forgetting  to  mention 
the  true  cause,  which  is  that  the  Athenians  have  thought  tit  to  condemn 
me,  and  accordingly  I  have  thought  it  better  and  more  light  to  remain 
here  and  undergo  my  sentence  "  {Phaedo,  989  sqq.).  ...  "  The  second  and 
co-operative  causes  .  .  .  are  thought  by  most  men  not  to  be  the  second 
but  the  prime  causes  of  all  things,  because  they  freeze  and  heat,  contract 
and  dilate,  and  the  like  ]  but  they  are  not  so,  for  they  are  incapable  of 
reason  or  intellect.  .  .  .  The  lover  of  intellect  and  knowledge  ought  to 
explore  causes  of  intelligent  nature  first  of  all,  and,  secondly,  of  those  thing* 
whicli,  being  moved  by  otheis,  are  impelled  to  move  others"  {Tim.  46). 

Plato  says  elsewhere  that  "  the  intelligence  is  of  the  same 
family  as  the  cause."  "  Let  us  remember,  then,  that  the 
intelligence  has  aitinity  with  the  cause,  and  is  of  the  same 
kind."  Further,  the  intelligence  is  the  same  as  the  truth. 
It  is  the  lover  of  measure  and  proportion;  it  is  what  has 
most  affinity  with  the  Good  {Phil.  65  a). 

From  these  principles,  Plato  deduces  a  teleological  theory, 
which  (if  it  is  not  intended  to  be  partly  mythical)  appears  to 
us  arbitrary  and  somewhat  childish,  but  which  may  neverthe- 
less be  regarded  as  the  first  attempt  at  what  has  been  called 
in  modern  times  physical  theology.     Thus  he  tells  us  that  : 

"  God  placed  water  and  air  in  the  mean  between  fire  and  earth  .  .  . 
and  for  these  reasons  .  .  .  the  body  of  the  world  was  created,  and  it  was 
harmonized  by  proportion,  and  therefore  has  the  spirit  of  friendship" 
{Tim.  32).  "He  made  the  world  in  the  form  of  a  globe  .  .  .  the  most 
perfect  and  the  most  like  itself  of  all  figures  ;  for  he  considered  that  the 
Hke  is  infinitely  fairer  than  the  unlike  "  {Ibid.  33).  Sight  is  given  to  us  "  to 
the  end  that  we  might  behold  the  courses  of  the  intelligence  in  the 
heavens  and  that  we  might  imitate  the  absolutely  unerring  causes  of  good 
and  regulate  our  vagaries."  The  same  may  be  affirmed  of  speech  and 
hearing,  which  are  meant  to  " correct  any  discoid  which  may  have  arisen 


in  the  courses  of  the  soul,  and  to  be  our  ally  in  bringing  her  into 
harmony  and  agreement  with  herself.  The  body  was  provided  as  its 
vehicle  and  means  of  locomotion  "  {Ibid.  44). 

For  Plato,  the  existence  of  God  implied  Divine  Providence, 
since  the  attributes  of  God  can  scarcely  be  separated  from  His 
existence.  If,  however,  we  follow  this  division,  which  is  the 
one  accepted  in  modern  works  on  the  nature  of  God,  the 
question  arises,  what  was  Plato's  view  of  the  metaphysical  and 
moral  attributes  of  the  Divinity  ?  (see  Fouillée,  IX,  Oh.  vi). 
God  is  one  ;  for  He  is  not  such  or  such  a  good,  but  the  Good. 
He  is  simple,  not  because  He  possesses  one  single  quality,  but 
because  He  possesses  them  all.  He  is  immutable,  for  the  more  , 
perfect  a  being  is,  the  less  it  is  subject  to  change.  He  is  eternal, 
for  past  and  future  are  only  fleeting  forms  of  being  ;  one  thing 
only  can  be  said  of  the  eternal  substance  :  that  it  is.  As  for  the 
moral  attributes  of  God,  they  are  all  implied  in  His  very 
definition,  namely,  that  He  is  the  Good.  God  created  the 
world  because  He  was  good. 

"  Let  me  tell  you,  then,  why  the  Creator  made  this  world  of  generation. 
He  was  good,  and  the  good  can  never  have  any  jealousy  of  anything. 
And  being  free  from  jealousy  He  desired  that  all  things  should  be  a-s. 
like  Himself  as  they  could  be"  {Tim.  29  e). 

The  result  of  this  view  is  a  theory  of  optimism,  according  to 
which,  evil  must  be  an  accident  in  the  universe,  and  has  no 
reality,  no  effective  existence. 

"  Now  the  deeds  of  the  best  could  never  be,  or  have  been,  other  than  the 
fairest  ;  and  the  Creator,  reflecting  on  the  things  which  are  by  nature 
visible,  found  that  no  unintelligent  nature  taken  as  a  whole  was  fairer 
than  an  intelligent  taken  as  a  whole  ;  and  that  intelligence  could  not  be 
present  in  anything  which  was  devoid  of  soul.  For  which  reason  He  put 
intelligence  in  soul  and  soul  in  body  that  He  might  be  the  Creator  of  a 
work  which  was  by  nature  fairest  and  best"  {Tim.  30). 

We  find  the  same  doctrine  in  the  10th  book  of  the  Laws. 
"  He  (the  king)  contrived  so  to  place  each  of  the  parts 
that  their  position  might  in  the  easiest  and  best  manner 
procure  the  victory  of  good  and  the  defeat  of  evil  in  the 
whole  "  {Laws,  X,  904). 

Not  only  did  God's  goodness  preside  over  the  origin  of  the 
universe,  it  also  follows  the  world  in  its  development,  and 
IL  R 
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continues    to  watch   over   it,  and   to  protect   it,  even  in  the 
smallest  details,  and  may  therefore  he  called  Providence. 

«  Let  us  not,  then,  deem  God  inferior  to  human  workmen,  who,  in 
proportion  to  their  skill,  finish  and  perfect  their  works,  small  as  well  as 
great,  hy  one  and  the  same  art  ;  or  that  God,  the  wisest  of  beings,  who  is 
both  willing  and  able  to  take  care,  is  like  a  lazy  good-for-nothing,  or  a 
coward  who  turns  his  back  upon  labour  and  gives  no  thought  to  smaller 
and  easier  matters,  but  to  the  great  only  "  (Laws,  902). 

Thus  regarded,  the  objection  of  the  existence  of  evil  dis- 
appears ;  what  we  have  to  consider  is  the  whole,  and  not  its 
parts. 

"And  one  of  these  portions  of  the  universe  is  thine  own,  unhappy  man, 
which,  however  little,  contributes  to  the  whole,  and  you  do  not  seem  to  be 
aware  that  this,  and  every  other  creation,  is  for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  and 
that  you  are  created  for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  and  not  the  whole  for  the 
sake  of  you.  For  every  physician,  and  every  skilled  artist,  does  all  things 
for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  directs  his  efforts  towards  the  common  good, 
executing  the  part  for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  and  not  the  whole  for  the 
sake  of  the  part.  And  you  are  annoyed  because  you  are  ignorant  how 
wliat  is  best  for  you  happens  to  you  and  to  the  universe,  as  far  as  the 
laws  of  the  common  creation  admit"  {LaicSy  903). 

Thus  we  see  how  strong  is  the  resemblance  between  Plato's 
theological  conceptions  and  those  of  Christianity.  This  re- 
semblance was  so  striking  that  some  of  the  Fathers  of  the 
Church  thought  he  must  have  had  access  to  the  Scriptures, 
but  this  theory  is  very  improbalde  and  is  now  no  longer 
accepted  by  anyone.  Plato  merely  developed  the  thoughts  of 
Socrates,  who  is,  as  we  have  said,  the  true  founder  of  philosophic 
*  theism.  But  while  we  recognize  the  analogy  between  the 
Platonic  and  Christian  philosophies,  we  must,  however,  notice 
an  essential  difference  in  them,  namely,  that  the  God  of  Plato 
is  not  a  God  who  creates,  but  a  (xod  who  is  an  architect,  an 
organizer,  a  demiurgus  who  manipulates  a  necessary  and  pre- 
existing matter  :  we  shall  return  to  this  point  when  we  come 
to  Christian  theodicy. 

The  Theology  of  Aristotle:  The  Potential  and  the  Actual; 
Pure  Actualiti/  ;  The  Thought  of  Thought  ;  The  Argwnunt  of  a 
First  Mover. 

It  may  be  said  that  Aristotle's  theodicy  is  substantially  the 
same  as  Plato's  ;  but  Aristotle  goes  deeper  into  the  subject,  and 
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treats  it  with  more  scientific  rigour.  They  both  place  the 
essence  of  God  in  the  perfection  of  being  ;  and  both  identify 
the  supreme  reality  with  the  supreme  ideal.  But,  whereas 
l*lato  never  clearly  distinguished  the  idcaÂ  from  the  universal, 
and  thus  left  room  for  the  supposition  that  he  placed  the 
highest  perfection  in  the  highest  degree  of  universality, 
Aristotle,  on  the  other  hand,  was  impressed  with  the  idea  that 
perfection  is  proportionate  to  determination,  and  that  the 
highest  perfection  is  contained  in  the  highest  determination. 

Again,  while  Plato  rises  up  to  God  by  means  of  a  dialectic, 
which  carried  him  from  one  degree  in  the  Ideas  to  another 
(sensible,  mathematical,  and  absolute  Ideas),  Aristotle  reaches 
the  notion  of  God  by  the  ascent  of  nature^  which  from  stage  to 
stage,  from  form  to  form,  from  type  to  type,  travels  over  the 
whole  scale  of  perfections.  In  a  word,  Plato's  formula  is  :  the 
One  and  the  Many  (to  eV  koi  tu  iroWa)  ;  and  that  of  Aristotle 
is  matter  and  form,  or,  more  particularly,  potentiality  and 
actuality  {vXt],  juLopipr]  ;  (^uva/miç^  iuepyeia). 

Aristotle  arrived  at  the  distinction  l)etween  potentiality  and  . 
actuality  by  his  analysis  of  motion  and  change.  In  every  being 
that  changes  there  is  implied  two  elements  :  in  the  first  place, 
the  capacity  of  change,  of  assuming  such  and  such  a  character, 
-of  becoming  this  or  the  other;  secondly,  the  realization  of  this 
capacity,  the  acquisition  of  this  character,  the  very  fact  of 
having  become  this  or  that.  On  one  side,  we  have  the  acorn 
which  is  capable  of  becoming  an  oak,  the  child  who  will 
become  a  man;  on  the  other,  we  have  the  oak  itself,  man 
realized.  Thus,  its  form  or  actuality  is  the  very  essence  of  a 
being,  that  which  constitutes  it,  determines  and  distinguishes 
it  from  other  things.  The  form  of  the  marble  when  in  the 
hands  of  the  sculptor  is  Hercules  or  Apollo  ;  that  of  a  plant  is 
to  live  ;  of  an  animal,  to  feel  ;  of  man,  to  think.  Poten- 
tiahty  aspires  after  actuality. 

This  movement  of  potentiality  towards  actuality  is  desire, 
and  desire  is  the  universal  law  of  nature.  Every  being  desires  " 
the  degree  of  perfection  which  it  is  capable  of  attaining,  the 
degree  of  reality  of  which  it  is  susceptible  ;  in  other  words,  its 
own  actuality.  Actuality  is  therefore  the  end  to  which  it  aspires 
(to  ov  €V€Ka).  This  end  is  identical  with  the  good,  for  the  good 
of  each  being  is  to  realize  its  own  potentiality,  to  pass  from 
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potentiality  to  actuality  ;  and,  therefore,  the  supremely  perfect 
*  being  must  be  the  being  whose  whole  potentiality  has  been 
converted  into  actuality.  Nature  is  a  vast  workshop,  in  which 
each  l)eing  is  working  towards  this  transformation,  and 
endeavouring  to  destroy  in  itself  what  is  imperfect,  incomplete, 
and  indeterminate,  in  order  to  increase  the  amount  of  actuality 
of  which  it  is  capable  ;  and  above  nature  is  that  pure,  immov- 
able actuality  which  does  not  recpiire  to  pass  from  potentiality 
to  actuality  since  it  is  already  all  actuality,  all  reality,  and  all 
perfection. 

"  But  here,"  says  Aristotle,  "  a  difficulty  arises,  for  it  would  seem  that 
what  energizes  must  subsist  entirely  in  a  state  of  potentiality  ;  but  that 
everything  that  is  endowed  with  capacity  does  not  always  energize. 
Wherefore  we  may  assume  that  potentiality  is  a  thing  that  is  antecedent  to 
energy.  But  surely,  if  this  be  the  case,  no  one  of  the  entities  would  he  in 
existence  ;  for  it  is  possible  that  a  thing  possesses  a  capacity  of  existence 
and  yet  not  l)e  in  existence.  And  whether  we  share  the  opinions  of  the 
theologians,  who  are  for  generating  all  things  out  of  night,  or  of  the 
natural  philosophers,  who  say  that  all  things  came  into  being  simul- 
taneously, there  is  the  same  impossibility.  For  how  can  matter  be  put  in 
motion  if  nothing  that  subsists  in  energy  is  a  cause  ?  for  the  matter  of  a 
house,  at  least,  will  not  move  itself,  but  the  builder's  art  will;  nor  does  the 
earth  move  itself,  but  the  seeds.  Thus  we  see  that  motion  must  have  a 
cause,  and  also  that  the  primary  principle  is  superior  as  a  cause,  otherwise 
we  should  be  obliged  to  say  that  all  things  came  out  of  night  or  chaos  or 
non-being"  {Metaph.  XII,  1071  h,  22).  "Nor  does  he  form  his  opinions 
correctly  who  would  assimilate  the  first  principle  of  the  universe  to  the 
principle  belonging  to  animals  and  plants,  saying  that  from  things 
that  are  indefinite  and  unfinished  there  arise  always  things  that  are 
more  perfect.  .  .  .  For  .  .  .  the  first  principles  are  perfect  from  which 
these  objects  derive  their  original  ;  man  begets  man"  (Metaph.  XIV,  Ch.  V), 
"  Those,  however,  who  adopt  the  supposition  (such  as  the  Pythagoreans 
and  Speusippus),  that  what  is  best  and  most  fair  is  not  to  be  found  in  the 
principle  of  things,  from  the  fact  that  though  the  first  principles  both  of 
the  plants  and  animals  are  causes,  yet  that  what  is  fair  and  perfect  resides 
in  created  things  as  results  from  these — persons,  I  say,  who  entertain 
these  sentiments  do  not  form  their  opinions  correctly.  For  seed  arises 
from  other  natures  that  are  antecedent  and  perfect,  and  seed  is  not  the 
first  thing,  whereas  that  which  is  perfect  is  ;  as,  for  example,  the  man  is 
antecedent  to  the  seed  "  {Metaph.  XII,  1072  6, 30). 

Thus  it  is  a  fundamental  principle  with  Aristotle,  and  one 
which  Metaphysics  owes  to  him,  that  the  perfect  does  not 
come  from  the  imperfect,  but  the  imperfect  from  the  perfect. 
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Mythology  had  always  made  the  world  come  out  of  Night, 
and  the  principle  of  love  (ejowç)  appears  suddenly  without  any 
reason  ;  whereas  it  is  love  that  came  before  Night,  the  active 
before  the  passive  principle,  form  l>efore  matter,  actuality 
before  potentiality. 

In  Aristotle's  philosophy,  there  are,  then,  two  ultimate 
principles.  On  the  one  hand,  the  matter  that  is  nothing  but  * 
matter,  and  on  the  other,  the  form  that  is  nothing  but  form. 
The  former,  the  materia  prima  (Trpœrrj  î/'X»;),  is  a  pure 
abstraction,  and  is  all  potentiality  without  any  admixture  of 
actuality.  The  latter  is  altogether  actuality  without  any 
potentiality  ;  it  is  pure  actuality,  God. 

It  is  impossible  to  form  any  conception  of  this  materia  prima, 
which  of  itself  is  nothing,  lias  no  form,  no  determination,  and 
which  yet  is  something,  since,  in  its  successive  transforma- 
tions, it  constitutes  the  substance  of  the  world  ;  but  the 
ancient  philosophers  never  succeeded  in  getting  rid  of  this 
notion  of  a  materia  prima  and  of  the  dualism  which  results 
from  it  ;  and  yet  this  matter  is  nothing  in  itself  ;  all  that 
it  is,  all  that  it  ])econies,  any  order  and  harmony  and  any 
beauty  it  possesses,  is  due  to  the  action  of  God,  that  is  to  say, 
to  the  pure  actuality,  to  the  absolute  perfection. 

What  is  the  mode  of  operation  of  the  pure  actuality  on 
matter  ?  How  does  it  produce  motion  ?  As  we  have  already 
said,  through  cledre  (ope^iç).  The  pure  form  does  not  act 
directly  on  matter,  like  Plato's  derniurgus,  but  only  in  its 
character  of  final  cause,  of  the  supremely  desirable. 

"  This  is  the  way  it  impai-ts  motion — that  which  is  desirable  and  that 
which  is  intelligible  impart  motion,  whereas  they  are  not  moved  them- 
selves. But  the  originals  of  these  are  the  same  ;  for  the  object  of  a  desire 
is  that  which  appears  fair,  and  a  thing  which  is  originally  selected  from 
volition  actually  is  fair.  Now  we  desire  a  thing  because  it  appears  fair, 
rather  than  that  a  thing  appears  fair  because  we  desire  it.  .  .  .  Both 
that  which  is  fair  and  that  which  is  desirable  for  its  own  sake  belong  to 
the  same  co-ordinate  series,  and  that  which  is  first  is  always  the  most 
excellent.  .  .  .  Now  that  which  first  imparts  motion,  does  so  as  a  thing 
that  is  loved.  .  .  .  From  a  principle,  then,  of  this  kind  .  .  .  hath  ' 
depended  (rjpTrjTaL)  the  Heaven  and  Nature  "  (Met.  XII,  1072  a,  25). 

But  this  principle  upon  which  the  whole  of  nature  depends, 
and  which  moves  it  by  means  of  desire — what  is  it  in  itself  ? 
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Evidently  it  must  be  that  which  is  the  best  in  itself,  and  for 
Aristotle  what  is  best  in  itself  is  thought. 

"Now,  essential  thought  is  the  thought  of  that  which  is  essentially 
the  most  excellent  ...  the  mind  thinks  itself  .  .  .  becomes  an  object  of 
thought  by  contact,  and  by  an  act  of  intellectual  apprehension.  So  that 
the  mind,  and  that  which  is  an  object  of  thought  for  the  mind  are  the 
same  ;  for  the  faculty  of  perceiving  the  intelligible,  or  substance,  is  what 
constitutes  mind,  and  the  actuality  of  the  mind  is  the  possession  of  the 
intelligible.  It  is  a  Divine  prerogative  which  the  mind  appears  ta 
possess,  and  which  seems  to  belong  to  the  First  Mover  rather  than  to 
the  mind  of  man  ;  and  contemplation  constitutes  what  is  most  agree- 
able and  pleasant.  If,  therefore,  God  possesses  eternally  this  felicity 
which  we  only  know  for  a  short  period,  the  Divine  Nature  is  admirable  ; 
and  if  He  possesses  it  in  a  more  eminent  degree,  still  more  admirable 
will  be  the  Divine  Nature.  Now,  His  happiness  is  in  effect  greater  than 
ours.  In  Him  is  the  principle  of  life,  for  the  energy  or  active  exercise 
of  mind  constitutes  life,  and  God  is  this  activity,  and  essential  activity 
belongs  to  God  as  His  best  and  everlasting  life.  Now,  our  statement 
is  this,— that  the  Deity  is  an  animal  that  is  everlasting  and  most 
excellent  in  nature  ;  so  that  with  the  Deity  life  and  duration  are  un- 
interrupted and  eternal;  for  this  is  the  very  essence  of  God"  (Jbid. 
XII,  7). 

If  God  is  intelligence,  and  if  life   is  thought— what  does 
He  think  ?     What  are  the  objects  of  the  intelligence  ? 

"  For  if  He  thought  of  nothing  but  was  like  one  who  sleeps,  where,  I 
ask,  would  be  the  dignity  of  such  a  condition?"  On  the  other  hand, 
f  the  object  of  Divine  thought  cannot  be  inferior  things,  for  "it  would 
be  better  not  to  see  some  things  than  to  see  them."  Moreover,  if 
the  object  of  thought  were  something  different  from  itself,  the  mind 
would  be  subordinate  to  this  external  object,  which  would  con- 
sequently be  more  excellent  than  itself.  Thus  it  is  evident  that  God 
cannot  think  anything  else  than  Himself.  And  what  is  He  Himself? 
As  we  have  seen.  He  is  thought  ;  therefore,  in  thinking  Himself,  He 
thinks  thought,  and  this  is,  in  fact,  His  true  definition  :  He  is  "  the 
thought  of  thought,  lo-rtv  >J   vo>;o-iç  vol\(T^ui^  v6rj(rL^"  (XII,  9). 

This  formula  appears  at  first  to  be  either  contradictory  or 
"  tautologous,  but  it  becomes  explicable  if  we  regard  thought 
as  having  two  aspects,  an  objective  and  a  subjective;  on 
the  one  hand,  thought  is  the  intelligible,  and  on  the  other, 
it  is  intelligence.  It  is  the  identity  of  the  intelligible  and 
'  intelligence;  this  is  what  Aristotle  means  by  the  thought 
of  thought. 
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We  have  considered  it  necessary  to  dwell  upon  this  great 
theological  system  of  Aristotle,  which  was,  and  still  may  be 
said  to  be,  the  basis  of  every  theodicy,  in  spite  of  the 
additions  made  to  it  by  modern  philosophy.  But  besides 
this  vast  synthesis  of  speculations  in  which  God  is,  as 
it  were,  the  result  of  an  entire  system,  the  Thought  which 
inspires  and  animates,  and,  at  the  same  time,  comprehends 
the  whole,  we  must  also  draw  attention  to  the  fact  that  to 
Aristotle  we  owe  the  first  complete  and  scientific  proof  of 
the  existence  of  God,  that  known  in  the  schools  by  the 
name  of  the  Proof  of  the  First  Mover.  This  proof  was  implied 
in  the  preceding,  but  Aristotle  gave  it  special  treatment  and 
development  in  the  eighth  book  of  his  Physics,  which  is  entirely 
taken  up  with  it.  As  summed  up  by  M.  Eavaisson  {Essai 
sur  la  Métaph.  I,  459),  this  proof  runs  as  follows  : 

"  Everything  that  is  in  motion  is  moved,  either  by  something  else,  or 
by  itself.  Let  us  suppose  the  former  to  be  the  case.  Given  these  three 
terms  :  the  thing  that  is  moved,  the  mover,  and  the  medium  by  which 
the  mover  moves  the  thing  moved  :  to  klvoviuvov,  to  klvovv,  koI 
TO  (J  Kivd.  The  medium  is  a  mover,  since  it  sets  the  thing  moved  in 
motion  ;  but  it  is  also  a  movable  body,  since  it  only  communicates 
motion  ;  therefore,  the  medium  is  only  a  middle  term.  Now,  between 
the  movable  bodv  and  the  mover,  there  cannot  be  an  infinite  number 
of  middle  terms,  for  the  series  of  causes  cannot  be  infinite  ;  therefore, 
by  following  the  series  of  media  we  must  arrive  at  a  term  which  is 
not  moved  by  any  other.  The  first  characteristic  of  the  first  mover 
is,  therefore,  that  it  is  immovable,  at  least  with  regard  to  anything 
else  but  itself.  If,  therefore,  the  fii-st  mover  were  in  motion,  it  could 
only  be  set  in  motion  by  itself.  But  a  thing  that  moves  itself  cannot 
do  so  entirely,  in  the  same  instant,  and  in  the  same  raannei',  for  motion 
is  given  and  received  in  the  same  indivisible  point  of  time.  If,  therefore, 
a  thing  moved  itself  entirely,  one  thing  would  be  giving  and  receiving, 
acting  and  suffering  the  same  thing  at  the  same  time,  and  there  would  be 
two  contradictories  existing  at  one  time  and  at  the  same  instant.  The 
thing  moved  is  in  a  state  of  potentiality  ;  the  mover  is  actual  and 
cannot,  therefore,  be  at  the  same  moment  and  in  the  same  sense  both 
potential  and  actual.  Thus,  a  thing  that  moves  itself  must  consist  of 
something  that  moves  and  something  that  is  moved,  and  each  of  these 
two  elements  cannot  be  at  one  time  the  thing  moved  and  at  another 
time  the  thing  that  moves  the  other,  for  this  would  be  a  circle 
Therefore,  the  mover  as  mover  must  itself  necessarily  be  immovable. 
Consequently  there  are  three  kinds  of  movers  :  Firstly,  the  mover  that 
imparts  motion  and  is  moved  (natural  things)  ;    secondly,  the  mover. 
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that  is  movable  in  itself,  but  immovable  with  regard  to  the  rest  (the 
fixed  star,  the  first  heaven)  ;  lastly,  the  mover  that  is  immovable,  both 
with  regard  to  itself,  and  with  regard  to  all  other  things,  and  this  is 
Ood.  Tlie  absolutely  immovable  mover  only  moves  things  by  the  inter- 
mediary of  the  relatively  immovable  mover,  the  first  heaven,  and  this 
it  is  that  moves  the  rest  of  the  world." 

Such  is  the  celebrated  proof  from  the  First  Mover.  It 
may  have  changed  in  form  in  the  schools,  hut  nevertheless  it 
remains  in  substance  a  valid  proof,  since  the  trutli  remains 
that  motion  does  not  suffice  to  itself,  otherwise  it  would 
devour  itself  as  in  the  theory  of  Heraclitus,  and  that  its 
cause  must  lie  in  some  other  being  which  does  not  move. 

Stoic  Theology:  Materialistic  Pantheism;  TJic  Argument  of 
Universal  Assent;  Final  Causes;  The  Difficidtij  of  the  Exist- 
ence of  Evil  ;  Doctrine  of  the  eTnyevvi^fjiaTa.    Piety  of  the  Stoics. 

The  Stoic  theology,  as  compared  with  that  of  Plato  and 
Aristotle,  gives  evidence  at  once  of  progress  and  of  retro- 
gression. It  was  inferior  in  this  sense,  that  Plato  and 
Aristotle  placed  the  Divine  above  the  universe,  higher  than 
nature,  and  that  Metaphysics  with  them  was  distinct  from 
I'hysics,  whilst  with  the  Stoics  Metaphysics  is  reduced  to 
Physics:  God  is  identified  with  Nature.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  their  theology  was  an  improvement,  in  that,  leaving 
aside  this  confusion,  the  various  theological  questions  were 
treated  much  more  fully  and  more  accurately  by  the  Stoics  than 
by  any  of  their  predecessors.  Most  of  the  conceptions  which 
we  find  in  modern  works  on  the  metaphysics  of  religion  (e.g.  in 
Fénelon's  Existence  of  God,  and  the  Theodicy  of  Leibnitz)  are  in 
direct  descent  from  the  Stoic  doctrine. 

For  the  Stoics,  Nature  herself  is  God  :  Quid  aliud  est  natura 
quam  Betes?  (Senec.  De  Benefic.  IV,  7);  Vis  Deum  naturam 
voeare  ?  non  peccahis  (Quaest.  Natur.  II,  45)  ;  Tanquam  natura 
sit  Deus  miindo  permixtus  (Lactant,  Div.  Instit.  VII,  3).  The 
God  of  the  Stoics  is  not,  like  the  God  of  Aristotle,  the 
immovable   mover.      He  is  Himself   the  primum    mobile    (to 

WpCOTOV  KlVriTOV). 

God  is  a  soul,  a  spirit,  which  pervades  the  whole  world,  and 
fills  every  part  of  it  :  irvevjULa  Sia  wavrcov  Si€\»j\v6oç  (Origen, 
Cont  Cels.  VI,  71).     He  is,  as  Heraclitus  said,  fire,  that  is  to 
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say,  the  true  cause  of  motion,  but  He  is  also  an  organizing 
fire  which  proceeds  methodically  to  production  :  irup  tc^vikov 
oS(p  ftaSilÇov  €iç  yeuea-iv  (I).L.  VII,  156).  The  Stoic  doctnne 
was  thus  a  Pantheism,  or,  to  l)e  more  precise,  a  Cosmotheism, 
that  is  to  say,  a  doctrine  which  deities  the  world.  It  was, 
moreover,  a  Materialistic  Pantheism,  for  the  Stoics  said  that 
^1  things  are  body,  and  that  nothing  exists  except  bodies. 

This  doctrine  of  the  Stoics  shows  us  how  Metaphysics 
had  degenerated  since  the  time  of  Aristotle,  and  yet  it  is  true 
that  we  find  in  the  works  of  the  school  not  only  a  remarkable 
development  of  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  and  of 
Providence,  but  also  in  some  of  them  (e.g.  Cleanthes,  Epictetus, 
Marcus  Aurelius)  evidences  of  a  religious  feeling  of  the  most 
elevated  kind. 

Tlie  Stoics  appear  to  have  been  the  first  to  make  use  of  the 
argument  of  universal  assent,  or  at  least  to  recognize  its 
full  worth.  All  men,  all  nations,  says  Cicero,  agree  in 
acknowledging  the  existence  of  the  Gods.  It  is  a  feeling 
innate  in  man  :  Omnibus  innatum  et  in  animo  quxisi  insculpticm 
esse  Deos  (De  Nat.  Deor.  II,  5).  The  Stoics  also  gave  a  fuller 
development  to  the  proof  of  final  causes  and  of  the  order 
of  nature.  It  was  they  who  pointed  out  the  chief  facts 
upon  which  this  argument  rests,  and  they  were  also  guilty 
of  many  of  the  exaggerations  with  which  it  has  been 
reproached.  The  strongest  of  the  proofs  given  by  Cle- 
anthes, says  Cicero,  is  that  of  the  ordered  movement  of 
the  heavens,  the  distinctness,  variety,  and  beauty  of  the 
arrangement  of  the  sun,  the  moon,  and  all  the  stars.  One  need 
only  look  at  the  heavens  to  see  that  they  were  not  produced 
by  chance  :  Quarum  rerum  aspectus  satis  indicat  non  esse  ea 
fortuita  (De  Nat.  Deor.  II,  5).  It  is  the  Stoics  who  appear 
to  have  invented  also  the  argument  that  if  the  twenty-four 
letters  of  the  alphabet  were  thrown  at  random  upon  the  ground 
they  could  not  fall  into  such  order  as  to  form  the  Anmils  of 
Ennius  (De  Nat.  Deor.  II,  37).  Again,  it  was  they  who 
discovered  the  examples  which  have  been  so  often  used  to 
prove  that  what  has  order  must  be  the  product  of  intelligence. 

*'  As  when  we  enter  a  house  or  school  or  court,  and  observe  the  exact 
order  and  discipline  and  method  of  it,  we  cannot  suppose  that  it  is  so 
regulated  without  a  cause,  but  must  conclude  that  there  is  someone  who 
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Gominands  and  to  whom  obedience  is  paid  ;  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  avoid 
thinking  that  the  wonderful  motions,  revolutions,  and  order  of  those  many 
great  bodies,  no  part  of  which  is  impaired  by  tlie  infinite  succession  of 
ages,  must  be  governed  by  some  superior  intelligent  being"  {Ibid.  II, 
Vh.  V). 

They  cited,  too,  the  principle  that  what  is  most  perfect 
cannot  come  out  of  the  less  perfect,  that  if  a  whole  has 
no  feeling,  the  parts  cannot  have  any  feeling  either. 

"...  If  the  plane  tree  could  produce  harmonious  lutes,  surely  you  would 
infer  that  music  was  embalmed  in  the  plane  tree.  Why,  then,  should  we 
not  believe  that  the  world  is  a  living  and  wise  being,  since  it  produces 
living  and  wise  beings  out  of  itself?"  {Ihid.  II,  8). 

It  is  true  that  this  reasoning  is  applied  to  the  divinity  of 
the  world  and  not  to  tlie  existence  of  a  God  distinct  from 
it,  but  it  was  none  the  less  the  origin  of  that  celebrated 
argument  of  Montesquieu:  "What  coukl  he  more  absurd  than 
to  suppose  that  a  blind  fate  could  have  produced  intelligent 
beings  !  "  {Esprit  des  Lois,  I,  1). 

""^The  same  arguments  served  the  Stoics  to  prove  the  Providence 
as  well  as  the  existence  of  God,  who  is  the  divina  providentia 
(irpouoia)  (see  JDe  Nat.  Deor.  II,  29,  38).  For  said  they,  "  His  first 
care  is  to  provide  so  that  the  world  may  persist  as  long  as 
possible."  Frovidit  ut  mundus  sit  aptissimtis  ad  permanendum, 
and  the  strongest  proof  of  this  divine  action  is  again  to  be 
found  in  the  order  which  exists  in  nature  and  in  particular  in 
final  causes. 

"...  As  the  case  is  made  for  the  buckler,  and  the  scabbard  for  the  sword, 
so  all  things,  except  the  universe,  were  made  for  the  sake  of  something 
else.  As  for  instance  all  those  crops  and  fruits  which  the  earth  produces 
were  made  for  the  sake  of  animals,  and  animals  for  man  ;  as  the  horse 
for  carrying,  the  ox  for  the  plough.  .  .  .  But  man  himself  was  born  to 
contemplate  and  imitate  the  world"  (Ibid.  II,  14). 

Like  Fënelon  later  they  reviewed  all  parts  of  the  universe 
(Ibid.  II,  39  et  seq.)  :  the  earth  with  all  its  beauties,  the  sea  in  its 
immensity,  the  numberless  species  of  animals,  the  heavens  and 
their  wonders,  the  plants  with  their  exquisitely  ordered  parts. 

"...  They  have  roots  to  sustain  their  stems.  .  .  .  They  are  clothed 
with  a  rind  of  bark  to  secure  them  more  thoroughly  from  heat  or  cold. 
.  .  .  The   animals    are    covered,   some    with    hides,   some    with    fleeces, 
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some  with  bristles,  some  with  feathers.  ...  All  their  interior 
imrts  are  so  framed  and  so  disposed  that  there  is  nothing  superfluous  " 
(II,  47). 

They  likewise  dwelt  on  the  marvellous  operations  of  instinct, 
as  for  example  the  case  of  the  tortoises,  who  scarce  are  born 
but  that  they  of  themselves  go  to  seek  the  water  they  require. 
They  mentioned  details  similar  to  those  which  are  given  in 
treatises  on  Natural  Theology  in  the  18th  century  (Cic.  Be  Nat, 
Deor.  II,  49).  They  argued  also  from  the  faculty  of  repro- 
duction and  from  the  precautions  which  nature  has  taken  to 
ensure  the  nourishment  and  the  preservation  of  the  young, 
and  cite  with  admiration  the  wonders  of  maternal  love. 
Finally,  it  was  they  who  first  developed  a  thesis  which  has 
since  been  much  criticised,  but  in  which  there  is  nevertheless 
some  truth,  namely,  that  everything  was  made  for  man,  and 
that  he  is  one  of  the  chief  ends  of  nature;  for,  they  said, 
everything  was  made  for  man  and  the  gods,  and  certainly  not 
for  plants  and  animals.  Ita  Jit  crcdibile  deoriim  ct  Iwminum 
causa  factum  esse  mundum,  quaeque  in  eo  sunt  omnia  (De  Nat. 
Beoir.  II,  62  et  seq.). 

But,  like  all  philosophers,  the  Stoics  could  not  avoid  seeing 
that  there  was  a  formidable  objection  to  their  vindication  of 
the  ways  of  Providence,  the  objection,  that  is,  of  the  existence 
of  evil.  And,  here  again,  they  were  the  first,  if  not  to 
state  the  objection  (for  Plato  had  already  done  so),  at  least  to 
suggest  a  means  of  solving  it  ;  and  their  solution  is  still  accepted 
in  philosophy.  Chryssipus  attempted  to  justify  Providence  in 
a  work  entitled  :  That  there  is  nothing  to  find  fault  with  or  to 
blame  in  the  universe  :  irepi  tov  ^rjSev  eyKXfjrov  eivai  firjSe 
IxefjLTTTOv  €v  Tw  KocT/jiu)  (Plut.  Bc  Rcjpug.  Stoic.  37,  1).  He  main- 
tained that  natural  evil  was  only  an  accident  and  had  only 
supervened  subsequently,  ex  consemitione,  Kara  ira paKoXovOrjo-iv 
per  quasdam  sequelas  (Aulus  Gellius,  Nodes  Atticae,  VII,  1,  7). 
Marcus  Aurelius  (VI,  36)  said  similarly  that  evils  were 
eiriyevvriiuLaTa  twv  areimvwv  koi  koXwv  ;  sort  of  excrescences  of 
good  and  evil  : 

"  It  was  not,"  said  the  Stoics,  "  nature's  intention  that  men  should  be 
subject  to  diseases,  but  while  creating  a  large  number  of  things  beautiful 
or  useful,  it  was  found  that  a  certain  number  were  attached  to  them. 
Alia  siimd  agnata  incommoda^'  (Aulus  Gellius,  Ibid.). 
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This  is  very  much  what  Leibnitz  says  when  he  affirms  that 
God  permitted  evil  not  by  an  antecedent  volition,  but  by  a 
consequent  volition. 

Notwithstanding  their  Pantheism,  it  is  among  the  Stoics 
that  we  find  the  most  beautiful  examples  of  religious  feeling 
and  true  piety  in  antiquity.  As  an  example  of  this,  nothing 
could  be  finer  than  the  Hymn  of  Cleanthes  to  Zeus. 

"  In  this  Hymn  Zeus  is  addressed  as  highest  of  the  gods,  having  many 
names,  always  omnipotent  .  .  .  governing  all  things  by  law.  *Thee,' 
continues  the  poet,  '  it  is  lawful  for  all  mortals  to  address,  for  we  are  thy 
offspring  and  alone  of  all  living  creatures  possess  a  voice  which  is  the 
image  of  reason.  Therefoie,  I  will  forever  sing  thee  and  celebrate  thy 
power,  etc.'"  {The  Ancient  Stoics^  by  Sir  Alex.  Grant.  Oxford  Essay Sy 
1858). 

With  the  later  Stoics,  as  for  example  Epictetus  and  Marcus 
Aurelius,  this  piety  appears  in  a  form  that  touches  us  even 
more,  and  comes  near  to  the  highest  religious  feeling  : 

"  Deal  with  me,  Lord,  according  to  Thy  will.  .  .  .  I  am  resigned  to  Thy 
laws  and  Thy  will  is  my  will.  In  all  things  I  will  praise  Thy  works  and 
Thy  benefits.  ...  If  my  daily  good  should  fail  me  I  shall  know  that  my 
General  commands  me  to  sound  the  retreat.  Him  will  1  obey  ;  Him  will 
I  follow  ;  His  will  I  shall  approve  and  praise,  for  when  I  came  here  it 
was  because  He  willed  it  ;  I  have  glorified  His  name,  for  such  was  my 
function  towards  myself,  towards  each  man  and  all  men." 

The  Alexandrian  Theology  :  The  Three  Hypostases  ;  The 
Doctrine  of  Procession  ;  Descent  and  Return  ;  Ecstasy. 

The  Stoic  school  had  identified  God  with  life  or  the  world- 
soul  ;  Aristotle  had  defined  God  by  intelligence,  and  placed  Him 
above  the  world  ;  Plotinus,  the  founder  of  the  last  great  Greek 
school,  the  Neo- Platonic  or  Alexandrian  school,  combined  and 
adopted  the  conceptions  of  both  the  Stoics  and  Aristotle,  but 
above  them  all,  he  set  a  principle  borrowed  from  Plato,  that 
of  the  One  who  is  higher  than  intelligence  and  higher  than  the 
soul.  Thus  the  school  of  Alexandria  accepted  a  threefold  God, 
a  God  composed  of  three  principles  or  hypostases  ;  in  a  word,  a 
Trinity,  But  there  is  a  fundamental  difference  between  thek 
Trinity  and  the  Christian  Trinity.  In  the  latter  the  three 
Persons  (who  are  also  called  in  Greek  hypostases)  are  equal  to 
one    another,   and    form    one    and    the    same    God    in    three 
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Persons.  In  the  Alexandrian  Trinity  the  hypostases  are  not 
equal  ;  there  is  a  fall,  a  descent  from  the  One  to  Mind,  from 
Mind  to  Soul.  God  is  one,  indeed,  but  He  is  composed  of 
different  elements  which  represent  a  progressive  diminution  in 
His  excellence.  In  the  Christian  doctrine  God  is  ;  in  the 
Alexandrian  doctrine  God  radiates  and  develops,  not  in 
the  sense  of  the  less  perfect  becoming  more  perfect,  but  in  an 
inverse  sense,  in  an  unbroken  descent  from  absolute  excellence 
to  the  lowest  degree  of  being. 

The  Neo-Platonic  principle  of  divine  development  is  thus  the 
principle  of  procession  (irpooSoç),  or  of  the  descent  from  higher 
to  lower  principles  ;  but  the  essential  characteristic  of  this 
procession  is  that  the  higher  principle  flows  into  the  lower 
without  losing  anything  of  its  own  essence. 

"  God  does  not,  as  the  Stoics  said,  pass  into  things.  He  does 
not  give  them  part  of  Himself,  He  communicates  Himself  to  them, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  He  Himself  jireserves  His  original  integrity. 
What  comes  from  God  is  not  the  result  of  separation,  but  of  exten- 
sion. He  gives,  for  instance,  knowledge,  which  may  be  communicated 
without  being  exhausted,  which  is  used  by  him  who  receives  it,  with- 
out leaving  Him  who  gives  it,  the  torch  which  kindles  another  without 
losing  its  own  light.  It  is  characteristic  of  spiritual  existence  that 
it  can  be  communicated  without  being  diminished.  In  short,  Neo- 
Platonism  has  a  thieefold  basis  :  the  theory  of  the  three  divine  principles 
or  archical  hypostases;  the  One,  the  Intelligence,  the  Soul, — three 
principles  which  are  connected  with  one  another  by  the  conception  of 
incorporeal  communication.  Of  these  three  principles,  the  lowest,  or 
world-soul,  is  God  as  the  Stoics  had  conceived  Him.  The  second. 
Intelligence,  is  the  God  of  Aristotle  ;  finally,  the  supreme  principle,  the 
One,  is  the  God  of  Plato.  Here  we  have  the  three  principles  of  the 
three  great  doctrines  of  Greek  philosophy,  in  the  self -same  order  as  that 
in  which  these  principles  succeed  each  other  in  history  "  (Ravaisson,  Essai 
sîir  la  Met.  d'Aristote,  Vol.  II,  p.  382). 

In  short,  three  hypostases,  each  of  which  is  to  the  one 
below  it  what  unity  is  to  multiplicity,  and  the  highest  of  which 
is  the  One  itself,  the  absolute  One  ;  hypostases  which  are  so 
connected  that  each  stands  to  the  one  that  follows  in  the  same 
relation  as  a  centre  to  its  radii  ;  a  divine  centre,  which  is 
multiplied,  in  a  manner,  in  its  radii,  but,  at  the  same  time, 
never  ceases  to  remain  whole  in  itself — such  is  the  general 
plan  of  the  doctrine  of  Plotinus  (Ihid,  p.  429). 
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This  doctrine  is  a  form  of  rantheisni,  for  Plotinus  accepts 
no  existence  except  that  of  God  ;  but  it  is  not  a  Pantheism  in 
which  God  is  absorbed  in  the  world,  since  each  principle, 
while  it  develops  downward,  remains  in  itself  unalterable. 
Thus,  the  soul  remains  distinct  from  the  body,  although  it  is 
the  essence  of  the  body  ;  the  universal  soul  remains  distinct 
from  individual  souls,  although  the  latter  are  merely  emana- 
tions of  the  former.  In  the  same  way,  Intelligence  does 
not    become    identical    with    the    Soul,    nor    the    Soul    with 

Intelligence. 

This  being  the  case,  in  what  sense  is  the  Alexandrian 
doctrine  a  Pantheism?  In  this,  that  in  it  God  evolves 
naturally,  and  not  by  His  own  will.  For,  to  suppose  that  the 
procession  of  the  highest  principle  was  the  effect  of  will,  and 
not  of  nature,  would  be  to  suppose  the  existence  in  God 
of  desire,  and  hence  of  deficiency  ;  and  how  could  perfection 
itself  lack  anything?  In  the  second  place,  will  implies 
motion,  but  the  One  is  innnovable,  therefore  it  is  not  by  a  free 
act  of  will  that  the  first  principle  gives  birth  to  the  second, 
but  by  its  very  essence  (Emuads,  III,  ii,  2).  So  an  odorous 
substance  sheds  its  perfume  ;  so  fire  emits  heat,  and  the  snow 
cold;  so  the  sun  sends  forth  rays  of  light,  and  the  cup  being 
too  full  overflows  (Enneads,  V,  i,  6  ;  ii,  1— see  Ilavaisson,  p.  434). 

Just  as  all  things  come  from  the  One,  so  do  all  things 
return  to  it.  Descent  and  return  are  the  two  laws  of  the 
divine  movement.  This  double  movement  explains  every- 
thing and  is  itself  the  alternation  of  expansion  and  concentra- 
tion, from  absolute  unity  to  infinite  multiplicity  and  from 
multiplicity  to  unity.  This  return  to  the  divine  is  brought 
about  in  the  soul  by  unification  with  God  (evwa-ic)  ;  by  ecstasy 
(cKa-Taa-ic),  that  is  to  say,  by  its  being  transported  out  of  self 
and  absorbed  in  God. 

This,  then,  was  the  end  of  ancient  theology.  Having  started 
from  a  world  that  was  the  All,  it  reached  a  God  Who  was  the 
All.  From  the  Cosmic  Pantheism  of  the  Ionics  it  rose  to  the 
Idealistic  Pantheism  of  Plato,  and  then  returned  to  the  Stoic 
Hylozoism,  only  to  become  finally  engulfed  in  the  Mystical 
Pantheism  of  Plotinus.  Now  it  was  that  Christian  theology, 
boldly  separating  God  from  the  world  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
creation  ex  nihiloy  gave  Him  an  immutable  place  above  nature, 
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and  allowing  wo  necessary  existence  to  nature,  assigned 
God's  will  and  freedom  as  the  cause  of  the  development  of  the 
universe  which  the  Alexandrians  had  ascribed  to  the  Divine 
essence  and  to  the  nature  of  things. 

The  Religious  Problem  in  the  Middle  Ages. 

Mediaeval  philosophy  sprang  from  two  sources  :  on  the  one 
hand,  the  philosophy  of  Aristotle  ;  on  the  other  hand.  Christian 
philosophy,  whose  chief  representative  is  St.  Augustine. 
Christian  philosophy  in  its  turn  consists  of  two  elements — 
Platonism  and  Christianity.  The  groundwork  of  Christian 
theodicy  is  borrowed  from  Plato,  but  two  new  doctrines  were 
added — the  doctrine  of  Creation  and  of  the  Trinity. 

St.  Aicgtcstine  :  Analogy  between  Platonism  and  Christianity; 
Featuirs  Peculiar  to  Christian  Theology  ;  The  THnity  and  the 
Creation  ex  niliilo. 

We  shall  begin  by  pointing  out  the  points  of  resemblance 
between  St.  Augustine  and  I*lato  (see  Emile  Saisset,  Intr.  to  the 
Cité  de  Dieu).  (1)  The  world  is  the  result  of  God's  goodness. 
Plato  said,  "  Being  free  from  jealousy  He  desired  that  all 
things  should  be  as  like  Himself  as  they  could  be."  St. 
Augustine  quotes  in  the  same  sense  the  text  in  Genesis — "  God 
saw  that  it  was  good."  "  God  made  all  things  by  his  word, 
and  he  made  them  because  they  were  good  "  (Civ.  Dei,  IX,  20). 
(2)  To  St.  Augustine  as  to  Plato,  time  is  an  image  of  eternity  : 
"  All  Thy  years,  0  Lord,  are  but  as  one  day,"  and  according 
to  Plato  also,  "  God  makes  of  eternity,  which  rests  in  unity, 
that  eternal  but  divisible  image,  which  we  call  time."  (3) 
Plato  taught  that  time  and  the  world  were  created  at  the  same 
time.  So  also  St.  Augustine  :  "  It  cannot  be  denied  that  time 
itself  was  created."  (4)  Plato  as  well  as  St.  Augustine  con- 
siders that  evil  is  merely  the  negation  of  good,  and  that  it 
disappears  entirely  when  things  are  regarded  as  a  whole  (Civ. 
Dei,  XI,  xxii  ;  XII,  iv).  (5)  Both  hold  the  supreme  Good  to 
be  the  imitation  of  God.  "  Let  all  philosophers  yield  to  the 
Platonists  who  teach  that  happiness  lies  not  in  the  pleasures 
of  body  or  mind,  but  in  the  enjoyment  of  God  "  (Civ.  Dei,  VIII 
viii).  (6)  The  theory  of  expiation,  in  which  happiness  is  con- 
nected with  virtue,  and  misery  with  vice,  is  also  common  to 
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Ijoth  philosophers.  Evil  came  from  man,  God  foreseeing  it, 
permitted  it,  and  by  His  l*rovidence  turns  evil  into  good  (Plato, 
Lmvs,  Bk.  X  ;  St.  Aug.  Civ.  Dei,  XII,  vi  ;  V,  i  and  x  ;  VIII). 

These  are  the  principles  common  to  Platonism  and  Christian 
Philosophy  ;  let  us  now  see  in  wliat  they  differ. 

Firstly  the  creation  ex  nihilo.  At  the  dawn  of  Crreek 
Philosophy,  the  world  was  first  considered  as  existing  of  itself. 
I*hilosophers  began  to  look  about  for  the  material  principle 
out  of  which  it  was  evolved  (water,  air,  fire).  Then  a  distinc- 
tion was  made  between  matter  and  a  motor  principle  (love  and 
hate).     Next  an  organizing  principle  was  invented  (the  voy^  of 

Anaxagoras). 

With  Socrates  and  Plato  the  principle  of  intelligence  became 
more  and  more  distinct  from  matter,  and  with  Aristotle  is 
entirely  separated  from  it.  Matter,  however,  continued  to  exist 
conjointly  with  the  organizing  principle;  but  this  matter 
became  less  and  less  significant.  Instead  of  being  chaos  or  a 
complete  mixture  of  all  corporeal  substances,  it  was  now  no 
more  than  the  passive  principle  of  the  universe,  the  purely 
potential,  the  indefinite,  indeterminate,  to  aopia-rov.  Plato 
had  even  called  it  the  Non-being,  and  appeared  sometimes 
to  identify  it  with  space,  or  the  void.  To  arrive  at  the 
doctrine  pf  creation,  it  only  remained  to  make  of  this  relati\e 
Non-being  an  absolute  Non-being,  in  fact  to  make  it  disappear. 
The  God  of  the  Timaeus  was  still  a  demiurgvs,  or  a  God  who 
was  architect  or  organizer  ;  the  Christian  God  is  a  creating  God. 
"  How  didst  Thou  make  heaven  and  earth  ?  "  says  St.  Augustine, 
".  .  .  it  was  not  as  a  human  worker  fashioning  body  from 
body  .  .  .  nor  didst  Thou  hold  anything  in  Thy  hand  where- 
with to  make  heaven  and  earth.  For  whence  couldst  Thou 
have  what  Thou  hadst  not  made  whereof  to  make  anything  ? 
Therefore  Thou  didst  speak  and  they  were  made,  and  in  Thy 
Word  Thou  madest  these  things  "  {Conf.  XI,  v). 

And  as  God  creates  the  world  out  of  nothing,  so  also  did 
He  create  it  directly  and  without  intermediate  agents.  On 
this  point  St.  Augustine  separates  himself  from  Plato,  who  in 
the  Timaeus  relates  that  the  world  was  created  by  secondary 
gods,  under  the  direction  of  the  sovereign  God,  as  if  it  were 
beneath  His  dignity  to  put  His  own  hand  to  the  task.  The 
gods  and  the  angels  are  not  the  creators  of  animals  any  more 
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than  the  labourers  are  the  creators  of  the  crops  and  the  trees 
{De  Civ.  Dei,  XII,  xxiii).  Finally,  God  creates  out  of  good- 
ness and  munificence,  and  not  because  He  has  need  of  creatures. 
Before  He  created  things  He  wanted  nothing,  and  in  creating 
them  He  added  nothing  to  His  nature. 

"  What,  therefore,  could  there  be  wanting  unto  Thy  good,  which  Thou 
Thyself  art,  although  these  things  had  never  been  .  .  .  the  which 
Thou  madest  not  out  of  any  want,  but  out  of  the  plenitude  of  Thy  good- 
ness ?  .  .  .  For  to  Thee,  being  perfect,  their  imperfection  is  displeasing, 
and  therefore  were  they  perfected  by  Thee,  and  were  pleasing  unto 
Thee  ;  but  not  as  if  Thou  weit  imperfect,  and  wert  to  be  perfected  in 
their  perfection  "  {Confessions,  XIII,  iv). 

The  theory  of  creation  involves  a  serious  difficulty.  Since 
God  is  eternal  and  immutable.  His  acts  must  be  eternal  and 
immutable,  and  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  the  creation 
must  have  existed  from  all  eternity  ;  but  does  not  a  creation 
that  is  eternal  appear  to  contradict  the  very  idea  of  creation  ? 
On  the  other  hand,  does  not  creation  in  time  appear  to 
presuppose  the  existence  in  God  of  two  wills,  one  by  which 
He  did  not  create  the  world,  and  the  other  by  which  He 
did  ?  Furthermore,  in  the  indefinite  series  of  centuries,  why 
should  He  have  created  the  world  at  one  time  rather  than  at 
another,  and  what  was  God  doing  before  He  created  ?  To  these 
objections  St.  Augustine  replies  by  boldly  propounding  a  new 
theory — that  of  the  creation  of  time. 

"  Although  we  believe  that  at  the  beginning  of  time  God  made  heaven 
and  earth,  we  must  nevertheless  know  that  before  the  beginning  of  time 
there  was  no  time.  .  .  .  For  God  is  also  the  maker  of  all  times.  .  .  . 
For  how  could  there  be  a  time  that  was  not  made  by  God,  since  He 
Himself  is  the  maker  of  all  time  ?  And  if  time  began  to  be  with  heaven 
and  earth  we  cannot  find  a  time  when  God  had  not  yet  made  heaven  and 
earth.  .  .  .  Time  is  not  eternal  as  God  is  eternal"  {De  Genesi,  contra 
Manichaeosy  I,  ii).  "Who  can  fail  to  perceive  that  time  would  not  be 
unless  there  were  some  created  things  whose  successive  movements,  which 
could  not  exist  simultaneously,  make  intervals  of  different  lengths  ?  And 
this  is  what  constitutes  time.  .  .  .  Now-  before  the  world  was,  there 
can  have  been  no  time,  because  there  was  then  no  created  thing  by 
whose  movements  time  could  have  been  measured.  Therefore  the 
world  was  created  with  time  since  motion  was  created  with  the  world" 
{De  Civ.  Dei,  XI,  vi). 

The  second  doctrine  peculiar  to  Christian  theodicy  is  that  of 
II.  s 
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the  Trinity.  No  doubt  the  Trinity  is  a  mystery  and  a  dogma, 
and  as  such  belongs  rather  to  theology  proper,  but  the  Fathers 
of  the  Church  and  St.  Augustine  himself  frequently  made  use 
of  philosophical  and  metaphysical  considerations  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  comprehension  of  this  mysterious  dogma.  Thus 
St.  Augustine  finds   an   image  of   the   Trinity  in   all    created 

things,  and  especially  in  the  human  so\d. 

"All  the  created  things  which  divine  art  has  produced  manifest  in  them- 
selves a  certain  unity,  and  form,  and  order.  For  every  created  thing  has 
a  kind  of  unity,  so  bodies  have  their  nature  and  the  soul  has  spirit  ;  every 
created  thing,  moreover,  adapts  itself  to  a  certain  form,  so  bodies  adapt 
themselves  to  figures  and  qualities,  and  souls,  to  sciences  and  arts  ;  and 
thus  it  is  that  we  tind  in  bodies  weight  and  situation,  and  in  souls  love 
and  joy.  There  is  no  nature,  no  substance,  but  we  see  in  it  at  once  these 
three  things  :  first,  that  it  is  ;  secondly,  that  it  is  in  such  or  such  a 
manner  ;  thirdly,  that  it  exists  inasmuch  as  God  is  in  it.  The  first  quality 
manifests  the  very  cause  of  nature  whence  all  things  spring  ;  the  second 
manifests  the  form  according  to  which  all  things  are  disposed  and 
organized  ;  the  third  manifests  a  permanence  in  the  bosom  of  which  all 
things  dwell.  Now,  being  comes  from  the  Father  ;  form  from  the  Son  ; 
and  permanence  from  the  Holy  Ghost." 

In  the  soul  these  three  qualities  are  revealed  in  another 
form,  but  are  still  an  image  of  the  Trinity. 

"  I  could  wish  that  men  would  consider  these  three  things  that  are  in 
themselves.  These  three  are  far  other  than  the  Trinity  ;  but  I  speak  of 
things  in  which  the  many  exercise  and  prove  themselves,  and  feel  how  far 
other  they  be.  But  the  three  things  I  speak  of  are,  to  Be,  to  Know,  and 
to  Will.  For  I  Am,  I  Know,  and  I  Will  ;  I  Am  Knowing  and  Willing  ; 
and  I  Know  myself  to  Be  and  to  Will  ;  and  I  Will  to  Be  and  to  Know.  In 
these  three,  therefore,  let  him  who  can  see  how  inseparable  a  life  there 
is, — even  one  life,  one  mind,  and  one  essence  ;  finally,  how  inseparable  is 
the  distinction,  and  yet  it  is  a  distinction  "  (Cwi/.  XIII,  xi). 

This  mediaeval  theodicy  was  formed,  then,  out  of  some 
elements  which  were  not  new,  since  they  were  derived 
from  Aristotle  and  Plato,  and  other  elements,  which  were 
furnished  principally  by  St.  Augustine.  We  shall,  as  is 
usual  in  treatises  on  natural  theology,  divide  the  subject 
into  two  parts  :  firstly,  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  ; 
secondly,  the  nature  of  God  ;  and  we  shall  trace  the  history 
of  these  two  questions  separately. 
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Proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  given  in  the  Middle  Ages: 
"  Via  Eminentiae  "  ;  "  Via  Aseitatis  "  ;  A  Priori  Argument 
or  the  Argument  of  St.  An^lm  ;  Objections  made  by  Gaunilo. 

In  the  Middle  Ages  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  were 
classed  under  two  heads,  and  the  methods  employed  reduced 
to  two,  the  first  of  which  was  called  the  via  emiiientiae,  and 
the  second,  the  via  aseitatis.  The  first  method  consists  in 
reasoning  from  the  evidences  of  perfection  to  be  found  in  the 
world  to  absolute  perfection.  This  was  a  semi -empirical 
method.  In  the  second,  the  essence  of  God  Himself  was 
made  the  starting  point  whence  His  existence  was  inferred, 
and  this  was  a  purely  rational  or  a  priori  method.  These  two 
proofs  were  presented  in  their  most  perfect  and  impressive 
form  by  the  celebrated  Anselm  of  Canterbury,  who  borrowed 
the  first  from  l*lato,  but  was  himself  the  author  of  the  second. 

"  Even  as  what  is  just  is  so  only  through  the  presence  of  justice,  so 
what  is  good  is  so  only  because  of  the  presence  of  goodness.  Now, 
who  can  doubt  that  that  through  which  things  are  good  is  the 
Supreme  Good  ?  It  is,  therefore,  necessary  that  there  exists  a  Being 
supremely  great  and  supremely  good,  that  is  to  say  the  summum  of 
all  existing  things,  raaximutn  et  optimum^  id  est  summum  omnium  quae 
sunt"  {Moîwlogiumj  ch.  I). 

The  same  idea  is  more  precisely  expressed  by  Albertus 
Magnus  and  Thomas  Aquinas  (Compend.  Théologie.  Verit.  e.  1). 

"  All  creatures,"  says  Albertus,  "  cry  out  to  us  that  there  is  a  God  ; 
for  the  beauties  of  the  world  bear  witness  to  a  supreme  beauty,  its 
sweets  to  a  supreme  sweetness,  what  is  highest  in  it  to  something 
higher  than  all,  what  is  pure  to  purity  itself.  Pulchra  pidcherrimum^ 
didcia  didcissimum^  suhlimia  altissimitm,  pura  purissimumj^ 

Aquinas  dwells  on  the  fact  of  comparison  and  degrees  in 
things,  and  shows  that,  for  this  comparison  to  be  possible,  there 
must  be  an  absolute  as  unit  of  measure. 

"Things,"  he  says,  "are  good,  and  true,  and  noble  in  a  greater  or 
lesser  degree.  But  that  they  have  more  or  less  can  only  be  said  of  things 
according  as  they  are  nearer  or  further  from  something  that  is  absolute. 
There  exists,  therefore,  some  Being  which  is  in  regard  to  all  things  the 
cause  of  their  beauty  and  perfection,  and  this  is  what  we  call  God" 
{Summ^  Theolog.  I,  q.  2). 

Again,  Alexander  of  Hales  says:  "If  there  were  no  Sovereign 
Good,  no  Absolute  Good,  there  might  still  be  black  and  white, 
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but  there  would  be  iio  such  thing  as  good"  {Siimma  Theolog.  I, 
q.  3,  a.  9). 

These  conceptions  were  all  derived  from  Plato  through  the 
medium  of  St.  Augustine,  but  there  is  a  celebrated  proof 
which  belongs  peculiarly  to  the  Middle  Ages,  the  so-called 
a  priori  proof  of  the  existence  of  God,  or  the  Ontological 
argument. 

In  the  construction  of  this  argument  which  bears  his  name, 
St.  Anselm  sets  out  from  the  idea  that  in  order  to  prove  the 
existence  of  God  to  atheists,  one  must  meet  them  on  a  connnon 
ground,  that  is,  one  must  start  from  a  principle  which  is 
accepted  on  all  sides.  This  principle  is  the  mere  conception 
of  God  ;  for  what  atheists  deny  is  not  the  conception  of  God, 
but  His  existence,  and  they  must  be  able  to  conceive  what 
they  deny.  The  idea  of  God,  or  the  definition  of  God,  may 
then  be  admitted  with  connnon  consent,  both  by  those  who 
believe  in  God  and  by  those  who  do  not.  If,  therefore,  from 
this  idea  itself  it  were  possible  by  pure  reasoning  to  deduce 
existence,  we  should  have  a  truly  necessary  demonstration  of 
the  existence  of  God. 

Having  laid  down  this  postulate,  Anselm  takes  for  granted 
the  following  definition  :  God  is  a  being  of  such  a  nature  that 
it  is  impossible  to  conceive  any  greater.  From  this  definition 
he  draws  the  following  conchision  : 

"This  good,  which  is  such  that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  any 
greater,  cannot  exist  in  the  mind  only  ;  for  were  it  so,  it  would  be 
possible  to  conceive  a  good  that  was  yet  greater,  namely,  one  which 
would  exist  not  only  in  the  mind,  but  in  reality.  If  we  can  conceive 
a  good  which  we  are  unable  to  conceive  as  being  without  existence,  this 
good  would  be  greater  than  one  we  are  able  to  conceive  as  being  without 
existence,  therefore  the  latter,  contrary  to  our  definition,  would  not  be  the 
greatest  good  conceivable  "  {Proslogiumy  Ch.  II). 

Even  in  the  Middle  Ages,  there  were  many  who  opposed  this 
argument.  The  monk  Gaunilo  wrote  a  work  against  St. 
Anselm's  theory  which  contains  the  germs  of  all  the  criticisms 
made  in  modern  times  by  Gassendi  and  Kant  (Gaunilo,  Liher 
piv  insi2nentc).  He  begins  by  questioning  whether  we  ha^'e 
within  us  the  idea  of  God,  in  other  words,  whether  God  exists 
in  the  mind, — which  was  the  major  premiss  of  the  argument  ; 
then  he  asks  whether,  because  we  have  the  idea  of  God,  it  is 
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permissible  to  infer  from  this  that  God  exists  objectively  and  in 
reality.  These  two  objections  cover  the  whole  argument.  As 
regards  the  first  point,  his  dilemma  runs  thus  :  Either  God 
exists  in  the  mind  after  the  manner  of  other  things  which  may 
be  true,  or  false,  or  doubtful,  or  He  exists  in  the  mind  in  such 
a  way  that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  Him  without  conceiving 
Him  at  the  same  time  as  existing.  In  the  first  case  nothing  can 
be  inferred  as  to  His  existence  ;  since  ex  hypothesi  it  would  be  the 
same  with  Him  as  with  other  things,  which  may  or  may  not 
exist.  In  the  second  case,  what  had  to  be  proved  is  assumed 
in  the  principle,  and  the  distinction  which  was  our  starting 
point,  that  is,  the  distinction  between  God  and  His  existence, 
has  been  abandoned. 

He  then  proceeds  to  attack  directly  the  major  premiss  of 
the  argument,  and  affirms  that  we  have  not  the  idea  of  God  : 
"  For,"  says  he,  "  the  thing  which  is  God  I  cannot  know  in 
itself,  and  I  cannot  form  an  idea  of  it  from  analogy,  since 
it  is  precisely  its  essence  that  there  is  nothing  analogous 
to  it."  He  even  goes  so  far  as  to  say  that  God  is  merely  a 
sound,  litterarium  sonitum. 

As  regards  the  argument  itself,  Gaunilo,  using  an  ingenious 
comparison,  brings  forward  the  following  ol)jection  : 

"  Truth  is  one  thing  and  thought  is  another.  Hence,  although  it  is  true 
that  I  can  conceive  something  which  is  such  that  I  cannot  conceive  any- 
thing greater,  this  truth  heard  and  understood  is  so  far  merely  like  a 
picture  not  yet  painted,  which  only  exists  in  the  mind  of  the  painter." 

"  I  conceive,"  says  he,  "a  happy  isle  full  of  delights,  such  an  island  that 
one  cannot  conceive  one  more  beautiful.  What  follows  from  this  ?  That 
the  island  exists  in  reality  since  it  exists  in  the  mind  ;  for  if  such  an  island 
(which  is  such  that  I  cannot  conceive  one  more  beautiful)  did  not  exist  in 
reality,  I  could  conceive  another  that  was  more  beautiful  still,  an  island, 
that  is,  which  did  really  exist." 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  St.  Anselm  did  not  think  fit  to 
refute  this  ingenious  objection.  He  only  replied  to  the  first, 
namely,  that  we  have  not  the  idea  of  God.  "  Do  you  mean 
that  we  have  not  a  complete  knowledge  of  God  as  He  is  ?  This 
I  grant,  but  what  follows  ?  Because  we  cannot  look  at  the  sun 
does  it  follow  that  we  are  blind  ?  Every  imperfect  thing  implies 
something  that  is  more  perfect  ;  there  must  therefore  be  some- 
thing which  is  absolutely  perfect,  so  that  there  is  nothing  more 


278 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


perfect."  St.  Anselm  complains,  moreover,  that  Gaunilo  altered 
his  argument  when  he  accused  him  of  a  petitio  principii  which 
only  exists  in  his  opponent's  proof  and  not  in  his  own  (Em. 
Saisset,  De  varia  argummti  Anselmi  fort  una). 

But  it  was  not  only  a  more  or  less  recusant  monk  who 
pronounced  against  St.  Anselm's  argument;  some  of  the 
greatest  authorities  in  scholastic  philosophy  were  opposed  to 
it,  the  first  in  importance  among  these  being  Thomas  Aquinas. 

'*  Granted,"  he  says,  "  that  a  person  understands  this  word  God  to  signify 
something  so  great  that  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  anything  greater,  it 
does  not  follow  that  by  this  he  understands  that  what  this  word  signifies 
exists  in  reality,  for  as  yet  it  only  exists  in  the  apprehension  of  his 
understanding." 

And,  laying  hold  of  the  weak  point  in  Anselm's  argument, 
he  makes  the  following  profound  remark  : 

"  Since  God  is  His  own  real  being,  and  since  His  essence  is  hidden  from 
us  (cum  quod  sit  nos  lateat\  the  proposition  *  God  is  '  is  no  doubt  known 
of  itself,  but  it  is  known  in  itself,  and  not  in  any  relation  to  us." 

Thomas  Aquinas,  carrying  the  same  idea  further,  says,  even 
more  clearly  {Summa  contra  Gentiles  I,  11): 

"  Just  as  to  us  it  is  evident  that  the  whole  is  greater  than  its  parts,  so 
to  those  who  see  the  Divine  essence  as  it  is,  the  truth  is  self-evident  that 
God  is,  seeing  that  His  essence  is  His  existence.  But  as  we  are  not  able  to 
see  the  essence,  we  can  never  succeed  in  knowing  Him  in  His  essence, 
but  only  through  His  effects." 

We  may  say,  then,  that  in  general  the  Schools  were  against 
the  Ontological  argument.  Gerson  even  says,  Nescio  quis 
insipientior  sit,  an  is  qui  putat  hoc  sequi  (Deum,  si  est  in 
intellectn,  esse  et  in  re)  an  insipicns  qui  dixit  in  corde  suo  ;  Non 
est  Deus  (see  Saisset,  p.  34).  Duns  Scotus  also  pronounces  against 
the  ai-gument  (D.  Scoti,  Opera  IV,  Quaest.  supra  Metaph.  I,  9,  12). 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  defended  by  Bonaventura  and  Henry 
of  Ghent  (see  Saisset,  p.  35). 

Other  Proofs  of  the  Existence  of  God:  Impossibility  of  an 
Infinite  Chain  of  Causes  ;  Proof  "  a  contingentia  mundi  "  ;  Proof 
of  a  First  Mover  ;  Proof  from  Final  Causes;  Proof  hj  the  Idea 
of  Perfection. 

Generally  speaking,  most  of  the  other  known  proofs  of  the 
existence  of  God  are  to  be  found  in  mediaeval  works. 
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1.  The  impossibility  of  an  infinite  chain  of  causes  : 

Given  a  thing  that  is  caused,  it  must  have  been  caused  either  by  noth- 
ing, or  by  itself,  or  some  other  thing.  That  it  was  caused  by  nothing  is  ' 
impossible,  for  nothing  causes  nothing,  therefore  it  must  be  caused  by 
some  other  thing.  Let  us  call  this  term  A  ;  if  A  is  not  first  cause  it  must 
be  an  efficient  second  cause,  that  is  to  say,  a  cause  which  is  only  efficient  by 
virtue  of  some  other  thing.  Let  this  other  efficient  cause  be  B.  We 
shall  reason  about  B  in  the  same  way  as  about  A,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum. 
But  an  infinite  regression  is  impossible  ;  therefore  there  must  be  a  first  . 
necessary  cause,  which,  having  no  antecedent,  can  at  no  time  be  posterior 
to  itself  ;  for  that  there  should  be  a  circle  in  the  series  of  causes  is  contra- 
dictory (Duns  Scotus,  Sentent.  I,  dist.  2,  q.  2). 

Ockam  upholds  the  same  argument,  but  in  his  demonstration 
there  is  one  important  point  to  be  noticed  :  in  order  to  avoid 
an  infinite  regression,  he  dwells,  like  Descartes,  more  on 
the  conservatio7i  of  the  Universe  by  God  than  on  its  production, 
because  while  the  one  conception  requires  an  actual  cause,  the 
other,  strictly  speaking,  does  not. 

"  It  would  seem,"  he  says  (Sentent,  dist.  2,  q.  10),  "that  the  priority  of 
the  efficient  cause  can  be  proved  with  more  evidence  with  respect  to  the 
conservation  of  a  thing  by  its  cause  than  with  respect  to  its  production 
thereby.  The  reason  of  which  may,  perhaps,  be  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  prove  that  there  is  not  an  infinite  progression  in  causes  of 
this  kind  (i.e.  in  producing  causes).  But  there  is  no  infinite  progression  in 
preserving  causes,  for  if  it  is  possible  to  conceive  producing  causes  as 
not  being  actually  infinite,  one  cannot  conceive  preserving  causes  without 
actual  infinitude."  ^ 

2.  The  proof  a  contingentia  mundi  is  also  to  be  found  in 
Scholastic  works. 

It  is  evident  that  there  is  something  which  exists  of  itself,  and  has 
existed  from  all  eternity.  Otherwise  there  must  have  been  a  time  when 
nothing  existed,  not  even  that  which  belonged  to  the  future,  since  He  who 
was  able  to  give  existence  to  Himself  as  well  as  to  others,  was  not  (Richard 
of  St.  Victor,  De  Trinitate,  I,  Ch.  viii).  What  is  mutable  cannot  have 
existed  always,  for  what  could  not  remain  fixed  as  long  as  it  was  present, 
shows  that  the  moment  before  it  was,  it  was  not.  It  is  thus  that  nature 
proclaims  her  Maker  (Hugh  of  St.  Victor,  De  Sacramen.  Pars  III,  1, 
Chap.  x).  That  which  may  not  be  has  not  always  been.  If  all  things  are 
such  that  it  is  possible  for  them  not  to  be,  there  must  have  been  a  time 

^  See  Descartes  (3rd  Médit.)  :  "  And  it  is  very  manifest  that  we  have  here  to 
do  not  so  much  with  the  cause  that  once  gave  me  being,  as  with  the  cause  that 
preserves  me  now  in  being." 
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when  nothing  existed.     But  if  this  were  the  case,  then,  even  now  nothing 
^  would  exist  ;  for  what  is  not,  only  begins  to  be  through  what  is.     There- 
fore, all  beings  are  not  purely  possible,  and  there  is  something  which  is 
necessary  (Thom.  Aq.  Summa  Tkeologiae,  I,  qu.  2,  a.  3). 

3.  In  a  more  particular  sense  the  proof  a  contingcntia 
mundi  is  the  same  as  Aristotle's  proof  of  a  first  mover,  which 
is  reproduced  almost  word  for  word  by  Thomas  Aquinas. 

"  What  is  moved  is  moved  by  something.  To  impart  motion  is  nothing 
«Ise  than  to  cause  something  to  pass  from  potentiality  to  actuality.  Now 
a  thing  can  be  changed  from  potentiality  to  actuality  only  by  something 
which  is  actual.  But  this  cannot  be  carried  back  ad  infinitvmy  for  the 
secondary  movers  only  impart  motion  because  they  are  themselves  moved 
by  the  first  mover,  just  as  a  stick  only  moves  a  thing  through  the  motion 
of  the  hand." 

4.  The  proof  to  which  the  Scholastics  appear  to  have  given 
least  attention  is  that  of  final  causes,  no  doubt  because  this 
proof  rests  largely  on  experience,  which  they  were  always 
inclined  to  sacrifice  to  reason.      Still  St.  Bonaventura  says  : 

"  He  who  is  not  illumined  by  the  splendour  of  created  things  is  blind. 
He  who  is  not  awakened  by  nature's  many  voices  is  deaf.  He  who  is  not 
led  by  all  these  things  to  praise  God  is  dumb." 

Thomas  Aquinas  expresses  the  same  thought  in  a  more 
scientific  way  when  he  says  : 

"  We  see  that  certain  things  which  do  not  possess  reason,  for  example, 
natural  bodies,  yet  act  towards  their  end,  since  they  often  and  frequently 
act  in  the  same  way  so  as  to  fulfil  their  end.  Whence  it  follows  that  it  is 
not  through  chance,  but  through  intention  that  they  attain  their  end.  But 
things  that  are  unconscious  cannot  tend  to  an  end  unless  they  are  directed 
by  an  intelligent  and  conscious  cause.  There  is  therefore  an  intelligent 
Being  by  whom  all  things  are  directed  towards  their  end,  and  this  Being 
we  call  God  "  (Sumnia  Theol.  I,  qu.  2,  a.  3). 

5.  Lastly,  the  Scholastics  w^ere  not  ignorant  of  the  proof 
which  was  expounded  with  such  eloquence  by  Bossuet,  the 
proof  namely  which  rests  on  the  thesis  that  imperfection  pre- 
supposes perfection. 

"  O  my  soul,"  says  Gerson,  in  a  passage  which  Bossuet  appears  to  have 
imitated,  "I  cannot  know  thee  without  knowing  thy  being  and  thine 
essence  ;  and  I  cannot  know  what  is  imperfect  as  thou  art  without  know- 
ing what  is  perfect  ;  I  can  therefore  know  nothing  without  knowing 
God,  at  least  as  it  were  in  His  shadow  "  (Gerson,  Opera,  1728,  I,  p.  104). 
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As  might  be  expected,  we  also  find  in  the  works  of 
mediaeval  philosophers,  and  especially  in  those  of  the  mystics, 
the  proof  by  feeling,  which  rests  on  the  yearning  of  the  human 
soul  after  the  Infinite. 

"  Wisdom  {sapientia)  is  to  know  and  to  follow  God  in  such  a  manner 
that  we  relish  naught  {nihil  sapiat)  but  Him  alone.  He  who  loses  not  this 
relish  is  happy  "'  (Hugh  of  Saint  Victor,  De  Finihus  Hominis,  Ch.  LXVII). 
"  Go,  poor  humanity,  leave  thy  concerns  ;  far  from  tumultuous  thoughts 
humbly  hide  thyself.  Throw  off  the  burden  of  these  laborious  discussions, 
descend  into  the  innermost  depths  of  thy  soul  ;  shut  out  all  things  else 
but  God.  O  God,  if  not  there,  where  shall  I  find  thee  ?  "  (Anselm, 
Proslogium,  Ch.  I). 

Theories  held  in  the  Middle  Ages  concerning  the  Nature 
of  God  ;  Theism  and  Pantheism  ;  The  Theodicy  of  Thomas 
Aquinas. 

Having  examined  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God,  we 
now  pass  on  to  Theodicy  proper,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  science 
of  the  nature  of  God,  and  of  His  relation  to  the  world.  On 
this  subject  w^e  find  in  the  Middle  Ages  two  currents  of  opinion. 
Firstly,  the  orthodox  theodicy  which  was  based  on  the  doc- 
trines of  Aristotle  and  St.  Augustine.  Secondly,  an  irregular 
and  pantheistic  theodicy  derived  from  the  schools  of  Alexandria 
and  of  the  Areopagite.  The  first,  which  was  approved  by  the 
Church,  prevailed  in  the  schools,  and  was  the  only  one  openly 
taught  ;  the  second,  which  flowed  parallel  with,  or  rather, 
beneath  the  other,  was  taught  more  or  less  secretly  by  the 
heretical  sects  and  in  the  Arab  schools.  The  one  found  its 
greatest  representative  and  highest  authority  in  Thomas 
Aquinas  ;  the  other  was  given  a  systematic  and  complete 
development  by  two  writers  only,  who  belonged  to  different 
ages — Scotus  Erigena  and  Eckart.  The  first  of  these  theo- 
dicies  was  to  be  the  foundation  of  the  religious  philosophy  of 
the  seventeenth  century,  and  the  second,  that  of  the  German 
philosophy  of  religion  in  the  nineteenth  century. 

Let  us  first  give  a  summary  of  the  doctrine  of  St.  Thomas 
Aquinas. 

We  have  already  seen  that,  according  to  Aquinas,  the  essence 
of  God  is  not  known  to  us  in  itself,  but  only  by  its  effects 
{Sumnia  Theol.  I,  I",  q.  12,  art.  1,  ad  1  ;  and  I,  I^  q.  3,  a.  4, 


282 


THE  PKOBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


ad  2).^  God's  being  is  identical  with  His  essence  (I,  P, 
q.  3,  a.  4).  Whence  it  follows,  as  St.  Anselin  saw,  that  His 
existence  must  be  deducible  from  His  essence  ;  but  although 
this  proposition  is  true  in  itself,  it  is  not  true  for  us,  who  only 
know  this  essence  in  its  effects.  Thus  we  cannot  know  what 
God  is  in  Himself  (I,  F,  q.  1,  a.  7,  ad  1)  ;  but  wo  are  never- 
theless able  to  affirm  that,  for  the  very  reason  that  He  is  the 
Being  which  subsists  of  itself,  His  being  is  diff'erent  from  that 
of  creatures  (I,  I",  q.  3,  a.  2,  ad  3,  and  a.  4,  ad  1)  ;  and  at 
the  same  time  one  may  also  say  that  He  is  the  being  of 
creatures,  not  as  their  form  and  matter,  but  as  their  efficient 
cause  (I,  I",  q.  3,  a.  8).  In  Himself,  God,  as  Aristotle  said,  is 
pure  actuality  ;  in  other  words,  absolute  perfection  (I,  I",  q.  4, 
a.  1,  concl.,  and  q.  3,  a.  1,  concl.),  and  because  He  is  pure 
actuality,  pure  form  without  matter  (q.  3,  a.  3,  concl.).  He  is 
not  the  form  of  the  body  (q.  3,  a.  8),  nor  the  soul  of  the  world 
(Ibid,  concl.). 

He  Himself  is  not  body  (q.  3,  a.  1)  :  He  possesses  no  senses, 
except  by  analogy  (q.  3,  a.  1,  ad  1).  He  is  absolutely  simple 
(q.  3,  a.  1,  and  q.  9,  a.  1,  concl.).  Since  he  is  pure  actuality,  in 
Him  substance  becomes  identical  with  form  (q.  3,  a.  3,  I),  and 
even  the  term  substance  is  only  appropriate  to  Him  in  so  far  as  it 
indicates  that  which  subsists  in  itself  (q.  29,  a.  3,  ad  4).  God 
contains  within  Himself  all  the  perfection  there  is  in  creatures^ 
but  in  a  more  eminent  way.  Oportet  omnium  rerum  perfcc- 
Hones  residere  in  Deo  semtndum  eminentiorem  modum  (q.  4,  a.  2, 
concl.).  Although  God  is  distinct  from  His  creatures,  these  have 
not  a  being  that  is  commensurable  with  God,  for  God  and  the 
created  thing  taken  together  do  not  form  something  that  is 
greater  than  God  by  Himself  (II,  I"*,  q.  103,  a.  3,  ad  1  and  3 
and  2).  God  is  infinite,  not  with  a  material  infinitude,  but 
with  a  formal  infinitude,  inasmuch  as  in  Him  form  is  not 
limited  by  matter.  Being  pure  actuality.  He  is  of  Himself 
infinite  form  (q.  7,  a.  1). 

From  the  consideration  of  the  essence  of  God  in  itself,  we 
now  pass  to  His  divers  attributes,  and  we  shall  begin  by 
examining  the  question  of  divine  knowledge.  God  possesses 
knowledge  (q.  14,  art.  1)  ;  for  beings  that  know  are  superior  to 

^  The  following  is  the  meaning  of  these  abbreviations  :  the  prima  primae^  first 
part  of  the  first  part  ;  question  3  ;  article  4,  answer  to  the  second  argument. 
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beings  that  do  not  know,  because  they  possess  not  only  their 
own  form,  but  also  the  forms  of  other  beings.    God,  being  pure 
form,    contains    the  form    of    every   form,   and    consequently 
possesses  knowledge  in  the  highest  degree  ;  but,  as  the  perfec- 
tions of  creatures    exist  in   God  in  an  eminent    way,    God's 
knowledge  is  not  of  the  same  kind  as  human  knowledge,  being 
neither  a  quality  nor  a  habit,   but  a  substance  and  a  pure 
activity.     Hence  God's  comprehension  is  always  actual,  and 
He  needs  neither  to  combine  nor  to  divide  ;  in  other  words,  His 
knowledge  does  not  proceed  either  by  analysis  or  by  synthesis 
(q.  14,  a.  14,  concl.).     God's  knowledge  is  not  discursive,  but 
intuitive    and   simultaneous  {Ihid.  a.   7).      But    what   are    the 
objects    of  the  divine  knowledge  ?      In   the  first  place,  God 
knows  and  understands  Himself  (q.  14,  a.  2  and  3).     Secondly, 
God  knows  other  things  besides  Himself  {Ibid.  a.  5),  and  not 
only  in  a  general  and  abstract  way,  but  in  an  eminent  and 
higher  manner,  inasmuch  as  He  contains  within  Himself  the 
perfection    of   all    beings  {Ibid.  a.   6).      He  knows   individual 
things  as  such,  and  by  the  same  act  as  general  things.     In  the 
divine   understanding   the  universal  idea  is  not  arrived  at  by 
abstraction,  but  is  the  principle  of  particular  things,  and  it  is 
in  the  general  that  God  sees  the  particular  {Ibid.  art.  11).    He 
does    not,  as   Aristotle    thought,  lower  Himself  by  knowing 
things  inferior  to  Himself  (q.  22,  a.  3,  ad  3).       There  are  in 
God  two  kinds  of  knowledge.     The  knowledge  of  vision  and 
the  knowledge  of  simple  or  mere  intelligence^  (q.   14,  a.  9, 
concL).     God  possesses  not  only  intelligence,  but  will  (q.  19, 
a.  1).     For  will  is  a  consequence  of  intelligence  ;  inclination 
towards  the  good  being  nothing  else  than  appetite,  and  appetite, 
when    its    object  is  sensible,  is  called  sensible  appetite,   and 
when  its  object  is  intelligible,  is  called  intelligible  appetite,  and 
is  will.     In  reality,  will  is  the  very  being  of  God,  though  it 
can  be  distinguished  from  it  rationally  or  by  abstraction  (q.  19, 
a.  2,  ad  1).     Thomas  Aquinas  asserts  that  God  is  free,  but  he 
does  not  clearly  explain  how  he  conceives  this  freedom.     He 
makes  a  distinction  between  an  absolute  and  a  hypothetical 


'  By  knowledge  of  vision  St.  Thomas  means  knowledge  of  things  which  exist 
or  which,  without  actually  existing,  have  existed  or  will  exist  ;  and  by  know- 
ledge of  simple  intelligence,  he  means  knowledge  of  things  which  will  never 
exist,  but  which  might  exist  on  a  certain  hypothesis. 
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necessity.  Absolute  necessity  is  intelligible  of  itself  ;  hypothe- 
tical necessity  is  the  necessity  in  virtue  of  which  a  thing  is,  if 
it  is.  For  example,  the  proposition  Socrates  is  seated,  is 
necessary  hypothetically  ;  for,  assuming  that  he  is  seated,  then 
he  is  not  standing  ;  but  this  is  not  absolutely  necessary.  So 
it  is  with  the  will  of  (4od  in  its  relation  to  finite  things. 
He  wills  them  necessarily,  if  He  does  will  them;  l)ut  He 
does  not  will  them  by  an  absolute  necessity,  because  they 
do  not  form  part  of  His  essence  (q.  19,  a.  3,  concl.).  God  is 
therefore  free  (Ibid.  a.  10).  His  will  is  perfect  (q.  14,  a.  2,  ad  3). 
Its  special  object  is  the  essence  of  (  Jod,  that  is  to  say,  goodness 
(([.  19,  a.  1,  ad  3).  But  although  God,  in  the  first  place,  essen- 
tially wills  Himself,  He  may  also  will  other  things  besides 
Himself,  for  it  is  in  the  essence  of  the  will  to  communicate 
as  much  as  possil)le  to  others  the  good  it  possesses.  The 
divine  will  is  therefore  disposed  to  communicate  His  goodness 
to   creatures   by    reflecting   His    image   in    them  (q.   19,  a.  2, 

concl.). 

Aquinas  distinguishes  in  God  an  antécédent  and  a  consequent 
will  (q.  19,  a.  6,  ad  1).  The  antecedent  will  is  that  which 
wills  a  thing  absolutely,  independently  of  circumstances  ;  and 
the  consequent  will  is  the  one  which  wills  a  thing  with 
reference  to  certain  circumstances.  For  example,  the  judge 
wills  by  an  antecedent  will  that  every  man  should  live  ;  but 
with  a  consequent  will  that  the  homicide  should  be  hung.  In 
the  same  way,  God  wills  with  an  antecedent  will  that  all  men 
be  saved,  but  with  a  consequent  will  that  sinners  be  punished. 
There  is  another  distinction  between  voluntas  hem  placiti  and 
voluntas  signi.  The  former  is  the  inner  will  of  God,  the  latter. 
His  will  as  manifested  by  signs  ^  (q.  19,  a.  12). 

On  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  will  depends  the  doctrine  of  the 
love  of  God.  Aquinas  proves  that  there  is  love  in  God  ;  for 
the  first  movement  of  will  and  of  the  appetitive  part  in  general 
is  love  (q.  20,  a.  1,  concl.).  The  object  of  love  being  the  good, 
God  loves  all  beings  in  proportion  as  they  are  good  {Ibid,  a.  2). 
As  regards  the  question,  whether  God  loves  anything  else 
besides  Himself,  it  is  the  same  question  as  whether  He  knows 
anything  else  besides  Himself,  and  is  solved  in  the  same  way. 

»  According  to  St.   Tliomas  there  are  five  signs:    Prohibition,  Persuasion, 
Precept,  Counsel,  and  Operation  (q.  19,  a.  12). 
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God  possesses  not  only  will,  but  power  (q.  25,  a.  1)  ;  but 
power  is  not  in  itself  a  special  attribute,  it  is  part  of  His 
essence  (q.  25,  a.  1,  ad  2)  ;  for  every  being  acts  in  proportion 
to  the  amount  of  actuality  it  possesses  {Ibid.),  and  it  is  active 
power  only  that  belongs  to  God  and  not  passive  power  (q.  25, 
a.  1).  God  being  all  actuality  is  omnipotence  (q.  25,  a.  5),, 
and  can  do  anything  that  does  not  imply  contradiction  (q.  7,. 
a.  2,  ad  1,  and  q.  25,  a.  3  and  4).  He  may  alter  the  order 
He  has  Himself  established  (II,  I",  q.  105,  a.  6,  concl.),  but  He 
can  do  nothing  that  is  not  in  accordance  with  His  wisdom  and 
His  goodness  (I,  I",  q.  21,  a.  4,  concl.). 

To  proceed  to  the  attributes  of  God  and  to  His  relation  to 
the  world  :  God's  fundamental  attribute  is  that  of  a  Creator  ; 
in  other  words.  He  can  make  something  out  of  nothing  (q.  45, 
a.  1,  concl.),  and  He  alone  can  create  {Ibid.  a.  5).  There 
is  no  creation  in  the  works  of  nature  and  of  art,  for  these 
works  always  presuppose  some  pre-existing  matter  {Ibid.  a.  8). 
Creation  is  the  work  of  mind  and  of  will,  and  consequently  of 
a  person  (q.  29,  a.  4  and  45,  a.  6,  concl.).  If  God  is  a  creator, 
if  He  creates  by  His  intelligence  and  His  will,  it  follows  that 
the  universe  as  a  whole  has  not  always  existed  (q.  46,  a.  1). 
At  this  point  Aquinas  replies  to  the  arguments  given  by 
Aristotle  in  proof  of  the  eternity  of  the  world,  and  he  appears  to 
think  that  Aristotle  did  not  seriously  uphold  this  thesis.  At 
the  same  time,  the  doctrine  that  the  world  had  a  beginning 
cannot  be  proved  by  reason,  and  can  only  be  established  by 
faith  (q.  46,  a.  2). 

God  is  not  only  the  Creator,  He  is  also  Providence  (q.  22,  a.  1). 
For  all  that  is  good  in  creatures  comes  from  God  ;  He  is  the 
cause  of  the  order  by  which  all  things  are  led  to  their  end 
{Ibid,  concl.).  Providence  comprises  two  things — the  concep- 
tion of  the  universal  order  and  the  production  of  this  order 
(q.  22,  a.  3,  concl.).  The  Atheists  (Democritus,  Epicurus) 
denied  providence  altogether,  and  believed  that  everything  was 
subject  to  chance.  Others  believe  that  providence  only 
extends  to  incorruptible  beings,  to  the  heavens.  But  Divine 
Providence  embraces  all  creatures  (q.  22,  a.  2,  concl.),  and,  more- 
over, it  acts  on  them  directly  and  without  any  intermediary 
{Ibid.  a.  3). 

Although  Aquinas  affirms  that  God  can  do  nothing  contrary 


286 


THE  PKOBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


to  His  wisdom  and  goodness,  he  is  not  an  optimist  after 
the  manner  of  Leibnitz  and  Malebranche,  who  taught  that  God 
could  not  do  otherwise  than  choose  the  best  of  all  possible 
worlds.  On  the  contrary,  according  to  St.  Thomas,  God  can 
always  make  better  things  than  those  wliich  he  has  made 
{(\.  25,  a.  6).  For  the  divine  goodness  is  infinite,  and  conse- 
<iuently  far  greater  than  the  number  of  His  creatures,  however 
great  that  may  be;  and  for  this  same  reason  it  is  in  His 
power  to  create  things  other  than  and  superior  to  those  He 

has  made. 

At  the  same  time,  God's  divine  onniipotence  does  not  permit 
of  His  committing  sin  ;  God  is  impeccable  (q.  25,  a.  3,  ad  2). 
lUit  if  God  is  the  creative  and  providential  cause  of  the  world, 
why  does  evil  exist  ?      Evil  is  not  real  being  (q.  48,  a.  2,  ad  2), 

'  and  yet  it  is  not  a  pure  negation.  Evil  is  the  privation  of 
good  (Ibid,  ad  1).      It  can  only  be  conceived  through  the  good 

f  (q.  14,  a.  10,  ad  4).  If  evil  exists,  absolute  evil  does  not 
(q.  49,  a.  3).  Evil  is  either  natural  (physical)  or  moral. 
Aquinas  says  very  little  about  natural  evil,  which  is  not  real, 
since  it  is  only  a  privation.  The  true  evil  is  the  moral,  which 
is  divided  into  two  kinds— the  mahcm  culpae  and  the  malum 

'  pocnae  (q.  48,  a.  5).  In  any  case,  God  is  only  the  cause  of 
evil  by  an  accident,  and,  moreover,  He  is  the  cause  of  the 
malum  poenac  only  and  not  at  all  of  the  malum  culpae  (q.  49, 

a.  2,  concL). 

In  a  word,  God  is  the  etticient,  exemplary,  and  final  cause 
of  all  things  (q.  44).  This  formula  embraces  and  expresses  the 
whole  of  the  theodicy  of  St.  Thomas. 

Irregular  Theology  in  the  Middle  Ages:  Pantheistical  Doc- 
trines; Dionysius  the  Areopagite  ;  Seotus  Erigeim  ;  Amulric 
of  Benay  and  David  of  Dînant  ;  Eekart 

Besides  the  orthodox  theology,  of  which  Aquinas  was  the 
chief  representative,  there  existed  throughout  the  Middle  Ages 
a  covert  system  of  Pantheism  which  was  characterized  by  two 
fundamental  ideas:  (1)  God  reduced  to  absolute  unity,  above 
all  difference  and  all  comprehension.  (2)  God,  as  not  only 
the  cause,  but  the  substance  and  essence  of  individual  beings. 
This  philosophy,  which  was  derived  from  the  school  of 
Alexandria,  had  as  its  principal  representatives  Dionysius  the 
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Areopagite,  Seotus  Erigena,  Amalric  of  Bena,  David  of 
Dinant,  and  lastly,  Meister  Eekart  and  the  German  mystics 
of  the  14th  century.  Mention  must  also  be  made  of  the 
Arab  and  Hebrew  ramifications,  such  as,  for  instance,  the 
doctrine  of  Averroes  and  Avicebron,  etc.  We  shall  do 
no  more  than  point  out  the  general  features  of  these 
doctrines. 

In  his  mystic  theology  and  in  his  Treatise  on  Divine  Names, 
Dionysius  the  Areopagite,  or  the  pseudo-Dionysius,  remarks  that 
there  are  two  kinds  of  theology  :  affirmative  theology,  which 
proceeds  from  God  to  finite  things,  and  represents  God  as  having 
every  yiame  ;  and  an  abstractive  theology,  which  rises  above  all 
positive  or  negative  determinations  and  considers  God  as  being 
without  name.  He  teaches  that  God  is  not  goodness,  but  the 
super-goodness,  the  super-divinity,  the  super-essence.  He  has 
no  name,  corresponds  to  no  essence  ;  nothing  can  give  us  a 
conception  of  super-divinity  {Of  the  Divine  Names,  Ch.  11 
and  13). 

Seotus  Erigena,  in  his  De  Divisione  natnrae  develops  the 
pantheistical  doctrine  in  a  much  more  scientific  and  complete 
manner.  He  divides  beings  or  nature  into  four  species  :  1st, 
that  which  creates  and  is  not  created,  creans  non  creata: 
2nd,  that  which  is  created  and  creates,  creata  et  creans-,  3rd, 
that  which  is  created  and  does  not  create,  creata  et  non  creans  ; 
4th,  that  which  neither  creates  nor  is  created,  nmi  creans,  non 
creata.  To  the  first  of  these  species  belongs  God  Himself,  for 
He  alone  creates  and  is  not  created.  He  also  constitutes  the 
uncreated  and  non-creative  essence,  but  from  a  different  aspect, 
that  is  to  say,  as  end  ;  for,  regarded  as  the  end  of  beings,  God 
is  not  a  creator.  The  second  species,  that  which  creates  and 
is  created,  embraces  all  the  divine  models  and  prototypes,  is 
the  Word  (Plato's  avro^wov).  Lastly,  the  third  nature,  which  is 
created  and  does  not  create,  is  the  world,  and  here  it  is  that  the 
pantheistic  character  of  Erigena's  teaching  appears  more  especi- 
ally. To  him  creation  was  only  a  procession  (III,  25,  Processio) 
from  God.  All  that  God  saw.  He  always  made,  for  with  Him 
vision  does  not  come  before  operation,  but  is  co-eternal  with 
it.  He  sees  in  acting,  and  He  acts  in  seeing  :  videt  operando 
et  videndo  operatur  (III,  17).  God  is  the  substance  of  all 
finite  things  and  these  cannot  exist  outside  Him.     He  is  the 
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true  and  only  essence  of  all  things,  and  there  is  truly  and 
properly  speaking  nothing  that  is  not  this  essence  itself  {ipsam 
solam  esse  vere  ac  propiie  in  omnibus  et  nihil  est  vere  ac  proprie 
esse,  quod  ipsa  non  sit). 

God  and  His  creature  are  to  be  considered  not  as  two  things, 
but  as  one  single  thing,  and  that  is  God  Himself  {sed  unum 
et  id  tpsum).  For  the  creature  which  really  exists  in  God 
appears  in  an  ineffable  and  miraculous  manner  in  creation, 
thereby  becoming  manifest  :  the  invisible  making  itself  visible, 
the  incomprehensible  comprehensible,  the  hidden  discovered, 
the  unknown  known,  what  is  without  form  and  figure  becoming 
determinate,  the  super-essential  essential,  tlie  super-natural 
natural  ;  in  a  word,  creating  and  created,  making  and  made 
in  all  things  :  Invisihilis  visihilcm,  incoynitm  cognitum,  forma 
et  specie  '^carens  formosum  et  speciosmm  ;  super-essentialis 
esscntialem,  super-naturalis  naturalem,  omnia  creans  in  omnibus 
creatum,  et  oinninm  factor  factum  in  omnibus  {Ibid.).  Our 
*  life  is  (iod's  life  (I,  78).  Se  ipsam  sancta  trinitas  in  nobis  et 
in  se  ipsa  amat,  videt,  movet  (Ibid.).  Man's  knowledge  of  God 
is  a  revelati(m,  the  appearance  of    God  in  him  a  theophany 

(6€0(pavia)  (T,  7). 

In   short,  according  to  Scotus  Erigena,  God   is  all   that  is, 

'  Deus  est  omne  quod  vere  est  ;  what  we  feel  and  understand  is 
only  the  appearance  of  Him  Who,  in  Himself,  does  not  appear, 
non  apparentis  apparitio,  the  manifestation  of  Him  who  is 
hidden,  occidti  manifestation  the  aftirmation  of  Him  who  is  in 
Himself  only  a  negation,  negati  afiirmatio.     God  is  the  essence 

'of  all  things;  creation  is  not  accidental  but  essential,  non 
est  Deo  accidens  imiversalitatem  conderc  ;   creation  is  therefore 

'eternal,  universalitas  in  sua  causa  aeterna  est.  Before  He 
created   God   was   not.      God   and   His   actions   are   not   two 

'  things,  but  one.  If  all  things  come  from  God,  all  must  return 
to  Him.  For  it  is  He  Himself  who  returns  to  Himself,  bring- 
ing back  all  things  to  Himself.     In  se  ipsum  redit  revocans 

in  se  omnia. 

This  same  doctrine  of  immanence  was  held  in  the  12th 
century  by  two  philosophers  whose  writings  have  been  de- 
stroyed—Amalric  of  Bena  and  David  of  Dinant.  The  following, 
according  to  Gerson  (De  Concordia  metapliys.  cum  logica),  was 
their  theory  : 
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All  things  are  God,  and  God  is  all  things  :  om7iia  sunt  Deus  et  Deics  est 
omnia.  God  is  at  once  creator  and  creature,  creator  et  creatiira,  idem  De\is. 
As  God  is  the  source  and  principle  of  all  things,  so  is  He  also  their  end, 
and  all  must  return  to  Him  in  order  to  be  immutable  and  at  rest,  and  to 
form  an  indivisible  unity  :  et  ita  unum  individum  et  immutahile.  All  is 
one,  in  other  words,  all  is  God  :  omnia  unum  esse  quod  idem  est  omnia  esse 
Deum.  According  to  Albertus  Magnus,  David  of  Dinant,  in  his  book  De 
Divi^onifyus,  endeavoured  to  prove  that  Nous  or  intelligence  was  identical 
with  the  materia  prima^  and  that  this  identity  corresponded  with  the 
highest  conception  of  thought.  If  they  are  regarded  as  distinct,  it 
is  necessary  to  pre-suppose  a  conunon  higher  concept  in  which  they  are 
reunited,  and  this  concept  would  be  precisely  the  identity  of  God  with 
the  materia  prima  (  Albert  Mag.  Summa  Theolog.  I,  4,  20). 

Among  the  mystic  and  pantheistic  doctrines  of  the  middle 
ages,    that    of    Master  Eckart   (14th  century)   was  the  most 
profound  and    also    the  most   audacious.      He   not   only,  like 
Scotus   Erigena,    reproduced   Alexandrian    ideas,   but   he  also 
foreshadowed    and    prepared    the    way   for    modern    German 
theology.     God,  he  says,  is  ajjove  being  ;  He  is  the  identity  of 
being  and  non-being  {Gott  ist  ein  nicht  und  Gott  ist  ein  Icht).    ' 
God  is  neither  this  nor  the  other  ;  He  is  in  all  things,  in  the 
stone,  in  the  piece  of  wood,  etc.  {des  Gottes  leben  und  vxsen  sey 
in  eym  Steins,  in  eym  Holz).     The  term  "  to  be  "  {das  Wort  sum) 
can  be  said  of  God  alone.      But   God  is  not  separable  from 
thought  ;  in  Him  being  and  thought  are  identical  {sei7i  Wesen 
ist  sein  Bekenn^n).    God  must  be  distinguished  from  His  divinity  : 
divinity  is  God's  hidden  substance,  the  eternal  and  profound  dark- 
ness in  which  God  is  unknown  to  Himself  {es  ist  die  verborgen 
Finsternusz  der  ewigen  Gottheit).     God,  on  the  other  hand,  is 
divinity  manifesting  itself  and  conscious  of  itself  in  its  external 
activity.     Before  the  existence  of  creatures  God  was  not  yet 
God  {ee  die  Creaturen  warent,  do  was  nit  Gott).    God's  manifes- 
tation of  Himself  is  necessary.    He  speaks  eternally  and  with-  * 
out  interruption  ;  He  must  act  whether  He  wills  it  or  not  {er 
wall  oder  er   woll  7iit,  es  musz   disz  sprechen).     God   thereby 
engenders   Himself,  that    is    to    say,  He  engenders   His  Son 
{Sein  untrcken  ist  seinen  sun  geberen),  and  all   things  in  Him  ' 
(er  spricht  allé  Din^  in  im).     All  creatures  are  a   word  of 
God  ;    what  my  mouth  speaks,  the    stone  speaks  also  ;    each 
creature  is  full  of  God,  each  bears  the  impress  of  the  divine  ' 
nature,  is  a  book  of  God  {ein  yegliche  Creatur  ist  roll  Gottes,  und 
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ist  ein  Buck),  The  thirsty  man  would  not  desire  to  drink 
were  there  not  something  of  God  in  what  he  drinks  {er  hegerte 
es  nit,  were  nit  etwas  Gottes  darinn).  .  .  .  (See  M.  Ch.  Schmidt's 
Mysticisme  allemand  au  quatorzième  siècle:  Mémoires  de 
VAcadémie  des  Sciences  Morales,  Savants  étrangers,  Vol.  II, 
1846.) 


CHAPTER    II 

THE  RELIGIOUS  PROBLEM  IN  MODERN  TIMES 

1.  PROOFS  OF  THE  EXISTENCE  OF  GOD 

In  modern  philosophy,  we  have  always  to  return  to  Descartes 
if  we  wish  to  trace  the  history  of  the  different  problems  from 
their  origin.  Descartes'  theology  contains,  it  is  true,  many 
elements  that  were  borrowed  from  mediaeval  and  ancient 
Philosophy  ;  but  his  method  was  quite  peculiar  to  himself,  and 
entirely  original.  This  method,  which  is  the  philosophical 
method  par  excelle7ice,  makes  doubt  its  starting  point,  with  self- 
evidence  as  the  criterion  of  truth.  To  refuse  to  admit  anything 
that  is  not  absolutely  proved,  and  to  accept  as  proved  only 
that  which  is  self-evident  :   this  is  the  Cartesian  method. 

It  is  true  that  this  method  had  been  followed  implicitly 
in  every  system  of  Philosophy,  including  those  of  the  Middle 
Ages;  for  when  Thomas  Aquinas  in  his  Siunma  theologiae 
))egins  by  asknig  the  question  :  A71  Deus  sit,  and  unhesi- 
tatingly replies,  Dico  quod  non,  it  is  evident  that  he  intends 
to  question  every  truth,  even  that  of  the  existence  of  God, 
and  to  accept  this  truth  only  when  he  has  answered 
his  own  objections,  and  established  it  on  proofs  that  are 
self-evident.  But  this  method,  without  which,  indeed,  there 
can  be  no  philosophy,  was  employed  without  reflexion  by 
Aquinas  and  the  rest.  With  Descartes,  on  the  other  hand, 
it  was  a  conscious  method.  He  also  was  the  first  to  formulate 
it,  and  for  this  reason  he  may  be  regarded  as  the  father  of 
modern  Philosophy. 

Another  original  feature  in  the  Cartesian  method  is  that  it 
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Starts  from  the  existence  of  thought,  and  consequently  of  the 
thinking  subject,  as  from  a  primary  truth.  Whatever  the 
ideas  may  be  which  are  to  be  established  by  Philosophy,  one 
thing  will  always  remain  true,  and  absolutely  so,  and  this  is 
the  consciousness  of  self.  I  may  doubt  the  existence  of  bodies 
and  of  God,  and  even  of  mathematical  truths,  but  I  cannot 
doubt  my  own  thought  ;  for  my  doubt  itself  is  a  thought,  and 
to  think  or  to  doubt  is  to  exist,  since  that  which  has  no  existence 
cannot  think.  I  who  think  am,  therefore,  something,  and  I 
am  only  inasmuch  as  I  think  ;  therefore,  I  am  a  thing  whose 
essence  it  is  to  think  :  I  am  a  thinking  thing,  in  other  words, 
I  am  a  spirit. 

Thus  Descartes  establishes  not  only  the  method  of  modern 
philosophy,  but  its  very  principle,  namely,  the  conception  of 
the  subjective  —the  subject  as  opposed  to  object,  the  ego  as  the 
identity  of  subject  and  object. 

Descartes.— TJie  Three  Proofs  of  the  Existeiice  of  God  :  the. 
Proof  A  Co7iti7igentia  Mentis";  the  Proof  derived  from  the  Idea 
of  the  Infinite,  and  from  the  Necessity  of  an  Adequate  Cause  of 
this  Idea  ;  the  A  Priori  Proof  that  Existence  is  involved  in  the 
Idea  of  Perfection. 

From  the  above  principles,  Descartes  sets  out  to  establish 
the  existence  of  God.  He  does  not  make  use  of  physical 
proofs,  nor  of  what  is  called  the  cosmological  argument,  nor 
of  the  proof  by  final  causes  ;  because  he  has  not  as  yet  proved 
the  existence  of  the  world  and  of  material  things,  and,  more- 
over, he  requires  the  existence  of  God  in  order  to  prove  the 
existence  of  these  things.  It  is,  therefore,  in  the  human  mind, 
and  in  the  human  mind  alone  that  he  seeks  and  finds  proofs 
of  the  existence  of  God. 

These  proofs  he  finds  both  in  the  existence  of  the  ego 
and  in  the  ideas  of  the  ego.  What  is  usually  called  the  proof 
a  contingentia  mundi  becomes  with  him  the  proof  a  con- 
tingentia  mentis.  As  for  the  ideas  of  the  ego  which  lead  up 
to  God,  there  is  in  reality  only  one,  namely,  the  idea  of  God  or 
of  perfection  ;  but  regarded  from  two  different  points  of  view^ 
this  idea  affords  two  different  proofs.  Hence,  in  Descartes, 
there  are  three  distinct  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God;  and 
since  the  one  we  have  named  a  contingentia  mentis  itself  implies 
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the  idea  of  God,  it  follows  that  it  is  upon  this  idea  that  all 
Descartes'  proofs  are  founded. 

First  Proof. — Descartes'  first  proof  may  be  stated  as  follows  : 
The  idea  of  God  implies  the  existence  of  God,  for  the  effect 
presupposes  the  cause.  We  have,  no  doubt,  illusory  ideas 
which,  without  presupposing  the  existence  of  their  object,  can  be 
explained  by  the  combination  or  amplification  or  abstraction 
of  real  elements  ;  but  the  question  precisely  is,  whether  amongst 
our  ideas  there  is  not  one  whose  existence  can  only  be  explained 
by  admitting  the  existence  of  its  object  ;  and  this  peculiar 
privilege  belongs  to  the  idea  of  God,  which  can  l)e  proved 
either  a  posteriori  by  the  principle  of  causality  or  a  priori  by 
simply  analysing  the  idea  of  God. 

In  the  first  place  then,  what  is  this  idea  ? 

"  By  the  name  (rod  I  understand  a  substance  infinite,  eternal,  immut- 
able, independent,  all-knowing,  all-powerful  ;  by  which  I  myself  and 
every  other  thing  (if  any  such  does  in  truth  exist)  have  been  produced  " 
{Med.  III). 

Whence  can  such  an  idea  have  come  to  my  mind  ?  For,  as 
an  existing  idea,  its  origin  requires  an  explanation,  and  it  must 
have  had  a  cause.  Can  I  have  given  it  to  myself  ?  It  is  true, 
that  being  myself  a  substance  I  can  give  myself  the  notion  of 
a  substance  different  from  myself,  but  how  is  it  that  I,  a  finite 
being,  am  able  to  conceive  the  notion  of  an  infinite  substance  ? 

Here  Descartes  lays  down  a  principle  which  he  borrows 
from  the  Scholastics,  namely,  "  That  there  must  be  as  much 
reality  in  the  efficient  and  total  cause  as  in  the  effect  "  (Cousin, 
I,  p.  273).  The  cause  of  the  idea  of  the  Infinite  must  there- ^ 
fore  contain  at  least  as  much  reality  as  this  idea  itself.  N'o 
doubt  our  ideas,  regarded  as  modes  or  states  of  our  think- 
ing faculty,  have  all  the  same  value  and  all  flow  from  the 
nature  of  our  mind,  which  is  a  thinking  thing.  They  are 
implied  in  the  ego  as  a  mode  is  implied  in  substance  ;  but  as 
representations  of  certain  objects,  as  ideas,  they  possess 
another  kind  of  reality,  a  reality  relative  to  that  of  the  object  : 
this  Descartes  calls  the  objective'^  reality  of  the  idea.      Ideas 

*  In  scholastic  language  the  term  objective  is  not  used  in  quite  the  same 
sense  as  by  modern  philosophers.  The  objective  is  opposed  to  the  real  and 
is  a  part  of  the  subjective  ;  it  is  that  which  in  the  subject  is  representative 
of  the  object.     In  other  words,  it  is  the  idea  in  its  relation  to  the  object. 
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have  more  or  less  objective  reality,  according  as  their  objects 
have  more  or  less  formal  or  essential  reality  :  thus  the  idea 
of  plant  has  more  objective  reality  than  the  idea  of  stone, 
because  the  plant  possesses  more  attributes  than  the  stone  ; 
and  "  however  imperfect  this  manner  of  being  may  be  in  which 
a  thing  exists  objectively  or  by  representation  as  an  idea  in  the 
understanding,  it  certainly  cannot  be  said  that  this  fashion  or 
manner  of  being  is  nothing,  and  that  consequently  this  idea 
derives  its  origin  from  nothing"  {Ibid.  p.  274). 

And  now,  since,  speaking  generally,  every  cause  must  have 
as  much  reality  as  its  effect,  we  are  al)le  to  draw  therefrom 
another  principle,  namely,  that  "  for  an  idea  to  contain  such  or 
such  an  objective  reality  rather  than  another,  it  must  owe  this 
to  some  cause  in  which  there  is  at  least  as  much  formal  reality 
as  there  is  objective  reality  ^  in  the  idea."  To  explain  the 
reality  of  the  idea  of  the  Infinite  in  thought,  there  must  then, 
be  a  cause  whicli  possesses  within  itself  an  actually  nifinii;e 

reality. 

Let  us,  however,  see  whether  it  is  not  possible  to  account 
for  this  idea  in  some  other  way.  Descartes  examines  three 
explanations  which  are  given  by  the  Empiricists:  (1)  Negation 
{Ibid.  p.  282)  ;  (2)  Multiplication  (p.  288)  :  (3)  Infinite  addition 

(p.  280).  . 

(1)  That  the  Infinite  is  merely  a  negation,  tlie  negation  of 
the  finite,  and  the  idea  of  infinitude  a  negative  idea.  On 
the  contrary,  Descartes  replies,  there  is  more  reality  hi  an 
infinite  substance  than  in  a  finite  one,  and  thus  the  notion  of 
the  Infinite  is  in  my  mind  before  that  of  the  finite.  Moreover, 
it  cannot  be  said  that  this  idea,  being  materially  false,  is 
derived  from  the  non-existent,  since  it  has  more  reality  than 

any  other  idea. 

(2)  Several  causes  may  have  co-operated  smiultaneously 
towards  the  production  of  this  idea;  from  one  of  these  I  may 
have  received  the  idea  of  some  one  of  the  perfections  which  I 
attribute  to  God,  and  to  another  cause  I  may  owe  the  idea  of 
some  other  perfection  ;  so  that  all  these  perfections  may  well 
exist  in  some  part  or  other  of  the  world,  but  do  not  exist  all 
collected  and  combined  together  in  a  single  being,  which  would 

*That  is,  objective  reaUty  in  the  sense  given  by  modern  philosophers  to 
the  word  objective. 
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be  God.  On  the  contrary,  says  Descartes,  the  unity,  simplicity, 
and  inseparability  of  all  the  things  which  are  in  God  constitute 
one  of  His  chief  perfections;  and  the  idea  of  the  unity  of 
these  perfections  cannot  have  been  put  into  my  mind  by 
any  cause  whatsoever. 

(3)  But  it  may  be  that  I  am  something  more  than  I 
imagine,  and  that  all  the  perfections  which  I  conceive  to  be  in 
God  exist  potentially  in  myself.  Would  not  this  faculty 
which  I  possess  of  increasing  these  perfections  indefinitely  be 
sufficient  to  reproduce  the  ideas  of  them  in  my  mind  ?  Keply  : 
It  is  a  certain  proof  of  the  imperfection  of  my  knowledge 
that  it  grows  gradually,  and  continues  to  increase.  God  I 
know  to  be,  on  the  contrary,  actually  infinite  in  such  a  degree 
that  He  cannot  add  anything  to  His  own  supreme  perfection. 
Now,  the  objective  existence  of  an  idea  {i.e.  the  idea  of  an 
actually  infinite  being)  cannot  be  caused  by  a  being  that  has 
only  a  potential  existence. 

If  the  idea  of  the  infinite  cannot  be  explained  in  any  way 
by  the  existence  of  the  finite,  it  must  be  that  this  idea  has  a 
cause  which  is  at  least  equal  to  itself,  and  which  contains 
actually  what  is  ideally  possessed  by  the  mind. 

Second  Proof. — What  is  known  as  Descartes'  second  proof, 
was  in  reality  for  him  only  part  of  the  first  proof.  However, 
although  merely  an  expansion  of  the  latter,  it  may  be  con- 
sidered apart. 

Descartes  puts  the  question — Would  I,  who  possess  the  idea  of 
God,  exist  if  there  were  no  God  {Ibid.  p.  284)  and  he  replies  that 
this  would  be  impossible  ;  for,  since  I  possess  the  idea  of  God, 
if  I  had  given  myself  existence  I  should  have  at  the  same  time 
given  myself  all  the  perfections  of  which  I  have  the  idea,  in  a 
word,  I  should  be  God  :  but  I  am  not  God.  I  must,  therefore, 
owe  my  origin  to  some  other  cause  ;  but  as  the  same  reasoning 
applies  to  this  other  cause,  I  must  go  on  until  I  find  the  cause 
which  actually  possesses  all  the  perfections  of  which  I  have 
the  idea,  and  which,  consequently  is  God. 

Thus  expressed,  this  proof  appears  somewhat  strange  ;  for 
Descartes  seems  to  assume  that  if  the  ego  is  self-existent  it 
must  have  voluntarily  given  existence  to  itself,  and  conse- 
quently must  have  existed  before  it  was,  which  is  contradictory. 
If  we  take  it  in  this  sense,  the  argument    appears,  strictly 
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speaking,  to  be  sophistical  ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  he  who 
says  that  God  exists  through  Himself,  that  He  is  the  self- 
existent,  at  the  same  time  affirms  that  He  has  within  Himself 
the  cause  of  His  own  existence,  and  Descartes,  to  explain  his 
meaning,  says,  that  in  God  essence  is  identical  with  cause  (the 
formal  cause,  as  he  says,  with  the  efficient  cause),  that  the 
essence  stands  to  Him,  therefore,  in  the  relation  of  an  efficient 
cause  ^  {Rep.  à  Catérus,  p.  382).  The  essence  of  God,  viz.,  self- 
existence,  has,  therefore,  in  a  manner  the  same  relation  to  Him 
as  cause  to  effect.  The  being,  therefore,  which  possessed  this 
supreme  power  of  self-existence  would  by  that  very  fact 
possess  the  power  of  endowing  itself  with  every  perfection, 
which  is  the  same  as  saying  that  absolute  existence  implies 
absolute  perfection. 

We  must  draw  attention  to  an  hnportant  point  in  this  argu- 
ment of  Descartes,  namely,  that  the  preservation  of  a  substance 
is  identical  with  its  creation,  and  that  consequently  the  ques- 
tion is  not  so  much,  who  created  me  at  first,  as,  to  whom  do 
I  owe  my  preservation  at  this  moment  ?  Now,  this  1  can 
attribute  neither  to  myself,  nor  to  my  parents,  nor  to  any  other 
cause,  unless  it  be  to  one  which  possesses  in  itself  all  the  perfec- 
tions of  which  I  have  the  idea. 

In  this  way,  according  to  Descartes,  we  avoid  the  objection 
of  an  infinite  regression,  an  objection  which  might,  strictly 
speaking,  be  brought  against  the  theory  of  a  creative  cause, 
since  we  might  go  on  ascending  from  cause  to  cause  in  the 
series  of  time  ;  but  it  is  not  so  with  the  preserving  cause,  which, 
if  it  explains  my  actual  existence,  must  itself  be  actual. 

Third  Proof. — Lastly,  we  find  in  Descartes  a  celebrated 
proof,  which  we  have  already  met  in  the  middle  ages.  This 
proof  is  generally  known  as  that  of  St.  Anselm,  and  is  called 
by  Kant  the  ontological  argument.  Descartes  states  it  as 
follows  : 


"  It  is  certain  that  I  no  less  find  the  idea  of  God  in  my  consciousness, 
that  is,   the    idea  of   a    being    supremely   perfect,   than    that    of   any 


^  Descartes  compares  this  process  of  reasoning,  by  which  we  pass  from 
the  formal  to  the  efficient  cause,  to  the  geometrical  reasoning  which  pro- 
ceeds from  the  circle  to  the  polygon  (Rep.  aux  objections  d^Artiauldy 
Ck)U8in,II,p.  68).  ' 
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figure  or  number  whatsoever  ;  and  I  know  with  not  less  clearness  and 
distinctness  that  an  actual  and  eternal  existence  pertains  to  His  nature, 
than  that  all  which  is  demonstrable  of  any  figure  or  number  really 
belongs  to  the  nature  of  that  figure  or  number"  {Med.  V). 

This  reasoning,  says  Descartes,  has  a  somewhat  sophistical 
appearance  ;  for  in  all  things  a  distinction  is  made  between 
essence  and  existence,  and  I  conceive  likewise  that  the 
existence  of  God  may  be  separated  from  His  essence.  But  on 
reflection  I  see  that  in  God  existence  cannot  be  separated 
from  essence.  For  every  time  it  happens  that  I  think  on  a 
first  and  supreme  being,  I  am  obliged  to  attribute  to  Him 
every  perfection  :  now  existence  is  a  perfection,  therefore  I  am 
able  most  clearly  to  infer  that  this  supreme  being  does  exist. 
This  proof  has  justly  been  named  the  a  priori  proof,  and  is  the 
only  one  of  its  kind.  For  in  all  the  other  so-called  meta- 
physical proofs  there  enters,  to  some  extent,  considerations 
borrowed  from  contingent  things,  and  the  process  is  always 
from  effect  to  cause.  Here,  on  the  contrary,  we  do  not  go 
beyond  the  consideration  of  the  idea,  and  it  is  from  the 
essence  of  the  being  itself  that  the  existence  of  that  being 
is  inferred.  Thus,  it  is  an  entirely  a  priori  proof.  This 
proof  has  been  much  disputed,  and  even  in  Descartes*  own 
time  Gassendi  brought  forcible  objections  against  it,  the 
most  important  of  which,  or,  at  least,  the  only  objection 
which  really  went  to  the  heart  of  the  question,  was  that 
existence  is  not  a  property  of  a  thing,  and  consequently 
not  a  perfection. 

"  Existence,  says  Gassendi,  is  not  a  perfection,  but  a  form  or  an 
activity  without  which  there  can  be  no  perfection,  and  truly  that  which 
does  not  exist  has  neither  perfection  nor  imperfection.  It  is  not  said 
of  a  thing  which  does  not  exist  that  it  is  imperfect,  but  that  it  is  null  " 
{S.  ohj.  Cousin,  II,  p.  202). 


To  which  Descartes  replies  : 

'*  I  do  not  see  to  what  kind  of  things  you  would  have  existence  to 
belong,  nor  why  it  cannot  also  be  a  property  like  omnipotence,  taking  the 
word  property  to  mean  any  kind  of  attribute.  Much  more,  in  God, 
necessary  existence  is  truly  a  property  in  the  narrowest  sense  (proprium), 
because  existence  is  proper  to  Him  alone,  and  it  is  only  in  Him  that 
existence  is  part  of  essence  "  (Ibid.  p.  291). 
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Divers  other  Proofs  :  Spinoza  ;  Leihnitz  ;  Malehranche  ; 
Bossuet  :  Proof  by  the  Eternal  Truths. 

Descartes'  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  were,  in  general, 
used  as  the  hasis  of  all  the  demonstrations  proposed  in  the 
17th  century.  They  were,  however,  modified  or  transformed 
by  each  of  the  great  philosophers  of  this  period,  accord- 
ing to  his  particular  cast  of  mind.  Spinoza,  for  example, 
gives  the  a  priori  or  ontological  argument  of  St.  Anselm  and 
Descartes,  under  a  new  form,  in  the  following  words  : 

"For  since  ability  to  exist  is  power,  it  follows  that  the  more  reality 
belongs  to  the  nature  of  anything  the  greater  is  the  power  for  existence 
it  derives  from  itself  ;  and  it  alsofoUows,  therefore,  that  the  being  absolutely 
infinite,  or  God,  has  from  Himself  an  absolutely  infinite  power  of  existence, 
and  that  He  therefore  necessarily  exists.  .  .  .  Whatever  perfection  or 
reality  those  things  may  have  which  are  produced  by  external  causes, 
whether  they  consist  of  many  parts  or  of  few,  they  owe  it  all  to  the  virtue 
of  an  external  cause,  and,  therefore,  their  existence  springs  from  the  per- 
fection of  an  external  cause  alone  and  not  from  their  own.  On  the  other 
hand,  whatever  perfection  substance  has  is  due  to  no  external  cause.  There- 
fore, its  existence  must  follow  from  its  nature  alone,  and  is,  therefore, 
nothing  else  than  its  essence.  Perfection  consequently  does  not  prevent 
the  existence  of  a  thing,  but  establishes  it  ;  ^  imperfection,  on  the  other 
hand,  prevents  existence  "  {Ethics,  I,  Prop.  XI,  note). 

Leibnitz  likewise  attempted  to  develop  Descartes'  argument, 
and  to  make  it  complete  by  remedying  a  flaw  which  he  thought 
he  discovered  in  it.^ 

"  I  was  led,"  he  says,  "  to  examine  this  question  more  closely 
by  an  argument  which  was  for  a  long  time  well  known  in  the 
schools,  and  which  has  been  once  more  employed  by  Descartes 
to  prove  the  existence  of  God.  The  argument  runs  thus: 
Everything  which  follows  from  the  idea  or  the  definition  of  a 
thing  may  be  affirmed  of  that  thing.  Existence  follows  from 
the  idea  of  God,  or  of  the  most  perfect  being  that  can  be  con- 
ceived.    Therefore,  existence  may  be  affirmed   of  God.     Hut 

1  Bossuet  coincides  with  Spinoza  when  he  says  (i*"  Elévation):  "Is 
perfection  an  obstacle  to  being?     On  the  contrary  it  is  the  reason  of 

being." 

2  Leibnitz  appears  not  to  have  known  that  the  difficulty  he  mentions  in 
the  a  priori  proof  had  already  been  noticed  in  the  second  of  the  Objections, 
and  that  Descartes  had  given  the  same  reply  as  himself,  but  with  more 
profound  reasoning. 
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the  truth  is,  the  only  inference  we  can  draw  is  the  following  : 
If  God  is  possible,  it  follows  that  He  exists.  For  we  can  find 
in  our  definitions  no  solid  foundation  for  our  inference  until  we 
know  that  these  definitions  are  real  and  imply  no  contradic- 
tion. Thus  it  is  not  enough  for  us  to  have  the  thought  of 
God  in  order  to  be  sure  that  we  have  the  idea  of  Him,  and 
in  the  demonstration  we  have  just  set  forth  the  possibility 
of  this  very  perfect  l)eing  must  be  proved  or  assumed  if  we 
are    to    infer    legitimately"    {Méditations    sur   les    idées;    see 

Janet's  edition,  p.  516). 

Thus  in  Descartes'  argument  it  is  assumed  that  God  is 
possible,  and  there  is  a  suppressed  premiss,  according  to  which 
God  is  possible,  and  the  idea  of  Him  does  not  imply  contradic- 
tion. "I  grant,"  says  Leibnitz,  "that  the  demonstration  is 
imperfect,  because  it  assumes  that  the  perfect  being  is  possible 
in  Himself.  If  anyone  could  prove  this,  we  would  then  have 
a  truly  mathematical  proof  of  the  existence  of  God."  He 
gives  a  proof  of  this  himself  by  the  way,  implicitly  and 
without  reasoning  it  out  clearly. 

"  And,"  he  says,  "  as  nothing  can  interfere  with  the  possi- 
bility of  that  which  involves  no  limits,  no  negation,  and 
consequently  no  contradiction,  this  [Le.  this  possibility]  is  suffi- 
cient of  itself  to  make  known  the  existence  of  God  a  priori  "  • 
{Monad.  45).  But  Leibnitz  does  not  sufficiently  explain  how 
it  is  that  what  does  not  contain  negation  does  not  imply  con- 
tradiction ;  for,  to  take  his  own  example,  the  idea  of  most 
rapid  motion  does  not  appear  to  contain  a  negation,  and  yet 
it  is  contradictory.  In  addition  to  this  correction  of  Descartes' 
proof,  Leibnitz  introduced  a  proof  of  his  own,  which  is  in  fact 
the  same  as  that  known  as  the  proof  a  eontingentia  mu7idi,  or, 
to  use  Kant's  expression,  the  cosmological  argument.  Leibnitz, 
however,  derives  this  proof  from  a  principle  which  is  peculiar 
to  himself,  the  principle,  namely,  of  Sufficient  Reason  : 

"  And  as  all  this  detail  [of  contingent  things]  again  involves  other  prior 
or  more  detailed  contingent  things,  each  of  which  still  needs  a  similar 
analysis  to  yield  its  reason,  we  are  no  further  forward  ;  and  the  sufficient 
or  final  reason  must  be  outside  the  sequence  or  series  of  particular  con- 
tingent things,  however  infinite  this  series  may  be.  Thus  the  final  reason 
of  things  must  be  in  a  necessary  substance,  in  which  the  variety  of 
particular  changes  exist  only  eminently,  as  in  its  source,  and  this  sub- 
stance we  call  God  "  {Moiiad.  §§  37  and  38). 
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Malebraiiche  does  not  give  any  special  proof  of  the  existence 
of  God,  for  he  teaches  that  all  things  are  seen  in  God,  and 
that  God  is  seen  in  Himself,  and  he  thinks  that  we  have 
no  other  idea  of  God  besides  this  vision.  To  think  God 
and  to  see  Him  are  one  and  the  same  thing,  and  consequently 
there  is  no  need  to  pass  by  means  of  reasoning  from  the  idea 
of  God  to  His  being,  since  the  soul  is  immediately  united  to  His 
being  itself. 

"  By  Divinity,  says  he,  we  understand  the  Infinite,  the  being  that  is  with- 
out restriction,  the  infinitely  perfect  being.  Now,  nothing  finite  can 
represent  the  Infinite.  Therefore,  it  is  enough  to  think  of  God  in  order 
to  know  that  He  is. — Ariste.  Yes,  Theotimus,  I  am  convinced  that  nothing 
can  have  sufficient  reality  to  represent  the  Infinite.  But  I  am  certain 
that  I  see  the  Infinite  ;  therefore,  the  Infinite  exists  since  I  see  it  and  can 
only  see  it  in  itself." 

The  arguments  of  Bossuet  must  be  included  in  this  account 

of  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God.     In  the  first  place  (see 

iiote    on   p.  298),     he  expresses  in   a   forcible  and  profound 

manner     the    a    priori    proof,     saying,    with     Spinoza,    that 

perfection    is    not    an    obstacle    to   being  ;    on    the   contrary, 

it    is    the    reason    of    being.       He    also    re-introduces,  under 

Jà,  new  and  characteristic  form,  the  Platonic  ideal  argument; 

i.e,  he  proves  the  existence  of  God  through  the  existence  of 

eternal    truths.       There   are    laws    which    are    necessary    and 

eternal,  and  these    laws   would    not    cease    to  be   true   even 

if   none   of   the   things  subject   to  them  had   existence.     For 

•example,    even    if    there    were    no    triangles    in    reality,    it 

would  still  remain   true  that  in  all  triangles  the  three  angles 

are  equal  to  two  right  angles.     On  the  other  hand  again,  it 

is  not  necessary  that  the  human  understanding  should  exist  to 

know  these  truths,  for  they  would  still  be  true  if   there  was 

not  a  man  in  the  world.     Thus,  we  have  here  eternal  truths, 

which  depend  neither  on  the  world  nor  on  the  human  mind. 

Nevertheless  these  truths  must  exist  somewhere  and  depend 

on  some  being. 

"  If  now  I  seek  to  discover  in  what  subject  these  truths  reside,  eternal 
And  immutable  as  they  are,  I  am  obliged  to  admit  the  existence  of  a  being 
in  whom  truth  eternally  subsists  and  by  whom  it  is  for  ever  comprehended  ; 
und  this  being  must  be  truth  itself,  and  must  be  all  truth,  and  it  is  from 
Him  that  the  truth  is  derived  in  all  that  is  and  is  comprehended  outside 
of  Him  "  {Connaissance  de  Dieu  et  de  soi-même,  Ch.  IV). 
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In  order  to  complete  this  history  of  the  proofs  of  the  existence- 
of  God  which  were  advanced  in  the  17th  century,  we  might 
further  cite  Newton's  proof  which  is  founded  on  the  existence 
of  space,  and  that  of  Clarke,  who  attempted  to  unite  in  one 
single  demonstration  all  the  separate  proofs  that,  taken  indivi- 
dually, only  prove  a  single  attribute  of  God,  and  are  conse- 
quently insufficient,  being  in  reality  only  parts  of  one  and  the 
same  demonstration.  lUit  our  space  is  limited,  and  we  must 
pass  on  to  the  18th  century. 

The  18th  century  has  the  reputation  of  being  the  century  of 
atheism,  on  account  of  the  noise  made  in  the  world  by  the- 
philosophy  of  the  Encyclopaedia,  the  philosophy,  that  is,  of 
Holbach  and  of  Diderot  ;  but  it  would  be  more  true  to  say 
that  it  was  the  century  of  deism,  for  at  no  other  period  was 
a  larger  number  of  books  written  on  the  subject  of  the- 
existence  of  God.  In  this  century  there  arose  a  new  science 
which  had  not  been  known  before,  and  was  chiefly  due  to  the- 
progress  made  at  this  time  in  physical  and  natural  knowledge  : 
the  science,  that  is,  of  physical  theology  which  derives  proofs  of 
the  existence  of  God  from  the  wonders  of  nature. 


Kant's  Criticism:  The  Ontological  Argu7nent ;  The  Cosmological 
Argument;  TJie  Physico- Theological  Argument;  The  Three  reduced 
to  One  ;  Kant's  Proof  hy  Morality. 

A  more  important  stage  in  the  history  of  the  proofs  of  the 
existence  of  God  is  marked  by  Kant's  criticism  in  the  Critique 
of  Pure  Reason.  The  third  part  of  the  Transcendental  Dialectic 
is  devoted  to  the  theory  and  discussion  of  these  proofs. 

Kant  begins  by  examining  the  definition  of  God  as  laid 
down  by  the  Cartesians,  and  in  particular  by  Leibnitz.  God 
is  the  most  real  of  all  beings  {ens  realissimum,  omnitudo 
realitatis)y  the  whole  of  reality.  This  whole  of  reality  contains 
within  itself  all  possible  attributes  of  things,  all  that  can  be 
known  as  real  and  excludes  all  negation. 

*'  Now  a  negation  cannot  be  cogitated  as  determined  without  cogitating 
at  the  same  time  the  opposite  affirmation.  The  man  born  blind  has  not 
the  least  notion  of  darkness,  because  he  has  none  of  light  ;  the  vagabond 
knows  nothing  of  poverty,  because  he  has  never  known  what  it  is  to  be 
in  comfort  ;  the  ignorant  man  has  no  conception  of  his  ignorance,  because 
he  has  no  [conception  of  knowledge.    All   conceptions  of  negatives  are 
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accordingly  derived  or  deduced  conceptions  ;  and  realities  contain  the  data, 
and,  so  to  speak,  the  material  or  transcendental  contents  of  the  possibility 
and  complete  determination  of  all  things.  .  .  .  We  shall  find  ourselves 
authorized  to  determine  our  notion  of  the  Supreme  Being  by  means  of 
the  right  conception  of  a  highest  reality,  as  one,  simple,  all-sufficient, 
■eternal,  and  so  on — in  one  word,  to  determine  it  in  its  unconditioned 
■completeness  by  the  aid  of  every  possible  predicate.  The  conception  of 
such  a  being  is  the  conception  of  God  in  its  transcendental  sense,  and  thus 
the  ideal  of  pure  reason  is  the  object- matter  of  a  transcendental  theology" 
{Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  English  trans.,  pp.  354,  359). 

That  this  concept  does  exist  in  the  human  mind  and  that  it 
there  plays  an  important  part  are  facts  which  Kant  never  for 
an  instant  doubts.  But  what  remains  doubtful  is  whether  this 
concept  corresponds  to  a  positive  reality,  to  an  existence  ;  for 
it  is  possible  for  us  to  have  an  idea  that  corresponds  to  no 
•object.  To  prove  the  objective  reality  of  this  concept  is  what 
we  are  concerned  with  in  the  demonstrations  of  the  existence 
of  God;  and  the  examination  of  these  demonstrations  is  the 
•object  of  Kant's  criticism. 

Kant  reduces  the  possible  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God  to 
three  :  Either,  he  says,  we  start  from  determinate  experience 
and  from  the  peculiar  constitution  of  the  sensible  world  (for 
example,  from  the  order  and  harmony  of  this  world),  and  from 
this  order  infer  a  cause — this  is  what  is  known  as  the  proof 
by  final  causes,  which  Kant  calls  the  physico-theologieal  proof  ; 
or,  we  begin  from  a  purely  indeterminate  experience,  or  from 
any  existence  (considered  as  contingent  and  not  self-sufficient) 
in  the  sensible  world — this  is  the  proof  a  contingentia  mundi  or 
cosmological  proof;  or,  we  abstract  from  all  experience,  and 
reason  a  priori  from  the  concept  to  existence — this  is  St. 
Anselm's    argument,   and    is    called    by   Kant   the  orUological 

proof. 

Such  are  the  only  three  possible  ways  of  proving  the  existence 
of  God,  and  Kant  subjects  them  successively  to  his  criticism, 
commencing  with  the  ontological  argument,  to  which  he  reduces 
the  other  two. 

This  argument,  as  we  know,  is  based  on  the  definition  of 
God  :  God  is  the  perfect  being  (a  definition  which  Kant 
accepts),  and  from  this  definition  existence  is  inferred.  For, 
says  Descartes,  God,  who  possesses  every  perfection,  must 
possess  existence,  which  is  a  perfection  ;  therefore  God  exists. 
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1.  Invalidity  of  the  ontological  proof. — To  this  reasoning 
Kant  makes  the  following  objections  :  In  an  analytic  pro- 
position, if  I  suppress  the  predicate  (or  attribute)  and  retain 
the  subject,  or  suppress  the  subject  and  retain  the  attribute, 
the  result  would  no  doubt  be  a  contradiction.  But  if  I 
suppress  at  once  both  subject  and  attribute,  there  is  no  longer 
any  contradiction.  Consequently,  if,  in  the  proposition,  God 
exists,  1  suppress  the  attribute  (that  is,  existence),  I  at  the 
same  time  suppress  the  subject.  Where  is  then  the  contradic- 
tion ?  Again,  existence  is  not  a  real  attribute,  that  is  to  say,  it 
is  not  a  thing  which  can  be  added  to  the  concept  of  a  thing, 
but  simply  the  position  of  the  thing.  Otherwise  there  would 
be  one  attribute  more  in  the  being  that  exists  than  in  the 
being  that  is  thought,  which  is  impossible,  for  in  that  case 
thought  would  not  be  adequate.  A  hundred  real  crowns  has 
no  more  content  than  a  hundred  crowns  in  the  mind.  Lastly, 
the  proposition,  "God  exists,"  is  either  an  analytic  or  a 
synthetic  proposition.  If  the  former,  the  attribute  adds  nothing 
to  the  subject;  and,  consequently,  the  existence  of  the  thing 
adds  nothing  to  the  thought  of  the  thing.  Therefore,  the 
thing  is  already  assumed  as  existing  and  real,  and  we  have  only 
a  tautology  ;  so  that  the  argument  is  useless.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  proposition  is  a  synthetic  one,  how  can  it  be  main- 
tained that  the  attribute  cannot  be  suppressed  without  con- 
tradiction, since  this  is  only  true  of  analytic  propositions  ? 

2.  Invalidity  of  the  comnological  proof — This  proof,  instead 
of  reasoning  from  the  supreme  reality  to  existence,  infers,  from 
the  existence  of  any  being,  the  supreme  reality.  It  consists  in 
saying  :  if  anything  exists  there  must  exist  a  being  which  is 
absolutely  necessary;  now  I  exist,  therefore,  etc.  But  this 
proof  goes  further,  for  from  this  absolutely  necessary  existence, 
it  infers  a  being  supremely  real  {em  realissimum),  that  is  to  say, 
in  the  language  of  Descartes  and  Leibnitz,  a  perfect  being.  It 
is  the  second  part  of  the  argument  which,  strictly  speaking, 
constitutes  a  proof  of  the  existence  of  God,  for  a  being 
which  would  only  be  necessary  without  being  perfect  might 
as  well  be  matter  or  the  world.  It  is,  therefore,  assumed 
that  only  a  being  which  is  supremely  real,  that  is  to  say, 
perfect,  can  correspond  to  the  concept  of  necessary  existence, 
and    is   contained    in    it.       But   this    is    precisely   what    the 
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ontological  argument  attiniis  ;  therefore,  this  second  argument 
presupposes  the  first. 

Besides  this  fundamental  defect  in  the  cosmological  argu- 
ment, Kant  finds  the  following  flaws:  (1)  the  inference  from 
a  contingent  thing  to  a  cause  is  (mly  valid  in  the  sensible 
world,  and  has  no  significance  outside  it  ;  (2)  the  impossi- 
bility of  an  infinite  series  has  not  been  proved  ;  (3)  it  is 
believed  that  the  idea  of  necessity  excludes  any  conditional 
element,  whereas,  on  the  contrary,  every  necessity  presupposes 
a  condition  ;  (4)  a  logical  possibility  (the  supremely  real 
being  which  has  nothing  impossible  in  itself,  but  which  has 
only  a  logical  possibility)  is  confounded  with  a  real  possibility 
which  has  meaning  in  experience  only. 

3.  Invalidity  of  the  phydco-theological  proof. — The  title 
given  by  Kant  to  his  discussion  of  this  proof  is  inaccurate,  for 
in  this  third  discussion  he  claims  to  prove,  not  the  impossi- 
bility, but  the  insufficiency  of  the  proof  by  final  causes.  This 
proof  is  incomplete,  but  not  null,  and  in  this  it  differs  from 
the  two  others.  It  consists  of  the  following  four  points  :  1st, 
there  are  in  the  world  manifest  signs  of  design;  2nd,  the  order 
in  things  is  contingent,  that  is  to  say,  it  is  not  derived  from 
the  nature  of  things  themselves  ;  3rd,  there  exists,  therefore, 
either  one  or  several  intelligent  causes  which  have  produced 
this  harmony;  4th,  the  unity  of  this  cause  is  inferred  from  the 
interdependence  of  all  the  things  that  go  to  make  up  the  world. 

This  proof  gives  rise  to  the  following  objections  :  1st,  it 
proves  that  the  form  of  the  world  is  contingent,  but  not  its 
matter.  It  would  lead  us,  therefore,  to  infer,  at  most,  an 
architect  of  the  world,  but  not  a  creator  ;  2nd,  from  the  indica- 
tions of  design  found  in  the  world  we  can  only  reason  to  a 
cause  that  is  proportionate  to  the  number  and  value  of  these 
indications.  This  proof  would  lead  us,  therefore,  to  infer  a  cause 
that  was  most  wise,  but  not  to  an  absolutely  wise  cause,  since 
our  experience  makes  known  to  us  nothing  absolute,  and  since, 
moreover,  besides  these  signs  of  wisdom,  experience  shows  us 
irregularities  and  imperfections  which  we  are  unable  to  explain. 
If,  therefore,  we  conceive  this  cause  as  perfect  and  infinite,  it 
is  because  we  implicitly  assume  that  necessary  existence 
involves  perfection  ;  but  in  so  doing  we  once  more  assume  the 
truth  of  the  ontological  argument. 
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in  lieu  of  these  speculative  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God, 
which,  together  with  all  metaphysical  theories,  Kant  regards  as 
chimerical,  he  proposes  the  only  proof  that  appears  to  him 
conclusive  ;  this  is  what  he  calls  the  practical  or  moral  proof 
Briefly,  this  proof  runs  thus  :  The  notion  of  morality  is 
inseparably  joined  to  that  of  happiness.  For  the  moral  law- 
may  be  stated  as  follows  :  Act  so  as  to  be  deserving  of 
happiness.  But,  though  it  depends  upon  ourselves  to  perform 
actions  which  will  make  us  deserving  of  happiness,  that  this 
consequence  should  follow  does  not  depend  upon  us  ;  for  happi- 
ness depends  on  external  things,  and  on  the  will  of  other  men. 
And  yet,  if  the  moral  law  is  not  a  chimera  the  sovereign  good 
must  be  possible;  in  other  words,  the  harmony  between  virtue 
and  happiness  must  be  realized.  For  this  there  is  needed  a  ' 
will  higher  than  nature,  and  higher  than  man  ;  and  this  cause 
is  God,  for  only  a  Supreme  and  Infinite  Being  is  capable  of 
establishing  this  coincidence.  We  must  add  that  at  times 
Kant  himself  leads  us  to  understand  that  this  proof,  which  he 
prefers  to  the  others,  represents  nevertheless  no  more  than  a 
point  of  view  of  the  human  mind,  an  ideal  satisfaction 
of  our  craving  for  justice;  in  a  word,  it  is  an  argument  which 
rests  upon  faith  rather  than  demonstration. 

Hegel  : — Defence  of  the  Ontological  Argument. 

Since  Kant's  masterly  and  profound  disquisition,  nothing 
of  importance  has  been  contributed  to  this  subject,  if 
we  except  indeed  the  criticism  of  Kant's  criticism  made 
by  Hegel.  Hegel  admits  that  it  is  not  possible  to  pass 
from  the  sensible  world  to  God  by  means  of  any  argu- 
ment. Experience,  indeed,  afifords  no  solid  ground  from 
which  we  might  rise  to  the  Absolute.  But,  all  the  same,  the 
cosmological  argument  is  not  void.  The  mistake  was  to  give 
it  the  form  of  a  syllogism,  whereas,  in  reality  this  proof  is 
nothing  else  than  the  expression  of  thought  itself,  which 
cannot  be  satisfied  by  the  finite  and  is  absolutely  unable  to  do 
without  the  idea  of  the  infinite.    Here  are  Hegel's  own  words  : 

"  Man  is  a  being  that  thinks,  and,  therefore,  sound  common  sense,  as 

well  as  philosophy,  will  not  yield  up  their  will  of  rising  to  God  from  and 

out  of  the  empirical  view  of  the  world.    The  only  basis  on  which  this  rise 

is  possible  lies  in  the  study  of  the  world,  which  is  made  by  thought,  aa 
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distinguished  from  the  senses  and  the  animal  nature.  Thought  and 
thought  alone  can  compass  the  essence,  substance,  universal  powei-,  and 
ultimate  design  of  the  world.  And  what  men  call  the  proofs  of  God's 
existence  are  seen  to  be  ways  of  describing  and  analysing  the  inward 
movement  of  the  mind,  which  is  the  great  thinker  that  thinks  the  data  of 
the  senses.  The  rise  of  thought  beyond  the  world  of  sense,  its  pass;ige 
from  the  finite  to  the  infinite,  the  leap  into  the  super-sensible  which  it 
takes  when  it  snaps  asunder  the  links  of  the  chain  of  sense,  all  this 
transition  is  thought  and  nothing  but  thought.  Say  there  must  be  no 
such  passage,  and  you  say  there  is  to  be  no  thinking  ;  and  in  sooth 
animals  make  no  such  transition.  They  never  get  further  than  sensation 
and   the  percejition   of   the   senses,   and   in  consequence   they  have  no 

religion. 

"And  it  is  because  they  do  not,  with  sufficient  prominence,  express  the 
negative  features  implied  in  the  exaltation  of  the  mind  fnmi  the  world  to 
(iod,  that  the  metaphysical  proofs  of  the  being  of  God  are  defective  inter- 
pretations and  descriptions  of  the  process.  That  upward  spring  «»f  the 
mind  signifies  that  the  l)eing  which  the  world  has  is  only  a  semblance,  no 
real  being,  no  absolute  truth  ;  it  signifies  that  beyond  and  above  that 
apparent  being,  truth  abides  in  God,  so  that  true  being  is  another  name- 
for  God.  The  process  of  exaltation  might  thus  appear  to  be  transition, 
and  to  involve  a  mean,  but  it  is  no  less  equally  true  that  every  trace  of 
transition  and  means  is  absorbed,  since  the  world,  which  might  have 
seemed  to  be  the  means  of  reaching  God,  is  explained  to  l)e  a  nonentity  " 
(Logic,  Wallace's  trans,  pp.  87,  88). 

Besides  thus  vindicating  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  (lod 
in  general,  Hegel  also  attacks  with  nuich  force  Kant's  reason- 
ing against  the  ontological  proof,  and  adopts,  from  his  own 
point  of  view,  the  a  priori  argument. 

"The  unexampled  favour  and  acceptance  which  attended  Kant's 
criticism  of  the  ontological  proof  was  undoubtedly  due  to  the  illustration 
which  he  made  use  of.  To  mark  the  difference  between  thought  and 
l)eing  he  took  the  instance  of  an  hundred  sovereigns,  wiiich,  f<»r  anything 
it  matters  to  the  notion,  are  the  same  hundred,  whether  they  are 
real  or  only  possible,  though  the  difference  of  the  two  cases  is  very  per- 
ceptible in  their  effect  on  a  man's  purse.  Nothing  can  be  more  ol)vious 
than  that  anything  we  only  think  or  fancy  is  not  on  that  account  actual, 
and  everybody  is  aware  that  a  conception  and  even  a  notion  is  no 
match  for  being.  Still  it  may  not  unfairly  be  styled  a  barl)arism  in 
language  when  the  name  of  notion  is  given  to  things  like  a  hundred 
sovereigns.  .  .  .  Above  all,  it  is  well  to  remeuil)er  when  we  speak  of  God 
that  we  have  an  object  of  another  kind  than  any  hundred  sovereigns,  and 
unlike  any  particular  notion,  conceit,  or  whatever  else  it  may  be  styled. 
The  very  nature  of  everything  finite  is  expressed  by  saying  that  its 
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being  in  time  and  space  is  discrepant  from  its  notion.  God,  on 
the  contrary,  ought  to  be  what  can  only  be  'thought  as  existing.' 
His  notion  involves  Being.  It  is  this  unity  of  the  notion  and  being  that 
constitutes  the  notion  of  God.  .  .  .  Besides,  the  paltry  strictures  >vhich 
separate  being  from  thought,  can  at  best  disturb  the  process  of  the  mind 
from  the  thought  of  God  to  the  certainty  that  He  is  ;  it  cannot  take  it 
away.  It  is  this  process  of  transition,  depending  on  the  absolute  insepara- 
bility of  the  thought  of  God  from  His  Being,  for  which  its  proper 
authority  has  been  vindicated  in  the  theory  of  faith  or  immediate  know- 
ledge" (^'d,  p.  91). 

We  have  nothing  further  to  add  to  our  account  of  the 
development  of  this  problem,  in  which  Hegel's  view  appears  to 
^is  to  mark  the  culminating  point,  and  the  true  philosophic 
method.  We  need  merely  mention  that  the  French  spiritual- 
istic school  wholly  adopted  Hegel's  theory  on  this  subject,  and 
that  it  has  always  maintained  that  the  different  proofs  of  the 
existence  of  God,  as  given  in  the  logical  and  scholastic  form, 
are  only  the  external  side,  the  formal  exposition  of  the  imme- 
diate movement  by  which  we  reason  from  the  finite  to  the 
infinite,  think  the  infinite  in  the  finite,  and  by  which  God  is 
juade  the  centre  and  the  foundation  of  thought. 

"  All  knowledge  of  truth,"  says  Cousin,  "  is  knowledge  of 
(îod,  and  the  direct  perception  of  truth  implies  an  indirect 
^md  ol)scure  perception  of  God.  .  .  .  Knowledge  is  1)y 
nature  divine.  .  .  .  Eeligion  is  essential  to  reason.  .  .  . 
As  there  is  being  in  all  thought,  all  thought  is  religious.  .  ,  . 
Every  thought,  every  word,  is  an  act  of  faith,  a  religion  in 
itself  "  (Cousin,  Premiers  FragmentSj  p.  291). 

2.  THEORIES  CONCERNING  THE  NATURE  OF  GOD. 

Descartes'  Theodicy  ;  God  Cause  of  Himself  ;  God  Creator  of 
the  Eternal  Truths  ;  Theory  of  Continuous  Creation  ;  The 
Divine  Ve7'acity. 

We  now  pass  from  the  question  of  the  existence  of  God  to 
that  of  His  nature  ;  and  we  shall  begin,  as  always  when  deal- 
ing with  modern  philosophy,  by  examining  the  theodicy  of 
Descartes.  The  fundamental  principle  of  this  theodicy  is  that 
God  is  cause  of  Himself  (causa  sui),  which  is  already  under- 
stood in  the  statement  that  He  is  the  self-existent  Being. 
Descartes   certainly   appears  to    have  used   these  expressions 
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liteially  for  lu>  says:  "From  the  very  fact  that  1  am 
impevtect,  it  follows,  in  the  first  place,  that  I  do  not  owe  luy 
existence  to  myself;  for  if  I  luul  given  myself  being  I  should 
«  fartiori  have  given  myself  every  perfection,"  an  argument, 
says  Avnauld,  which  appears  to  imply  that  a  thing  may  give 
itself  iKjing  before  it  exists.  It  was  objected  to  Descartes  that 
this  expression,  "  self-existent  being,"  which  is  always  applied  to 
(iod  can  only  be  understood  negatively,  and  simply  signihes 
that  a  thing  does  not  exist  through  any  other  being  ;  and  that 
it  cannot  be  understood  in  a  positive  and  afKrmative  way,  that 
is  to  say,  as  if  owing  existence  to  itself  as  cause. 

But  Descartes  replied  that,  on  the  contrary,  the  expression 
was  to  be   taken  in  a  positive  and    not  in  a  negative  sense  ; 
otherwise  (iod  would  be  without  a   cause,  witliout  any  ratio 
cssendi.      If  a  thing  could  exist  without  a  cause,  what  would 
become    of     the    axiom    <.f    causality,    without    which   it   is 
impossible  to  prove  the  existence  of  CJod  ^     This  axiom  slK,uld 
he  stated  thus  :  Everything  has  a  cause  ;  therefore,  (iod  Him- 
self must  have  a  cause,  and  that  cause  is  His  own  essence.    Mo 
doubt  Cod  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  His  own  efficient  cause,  but 
in   Him   the  formal  cause  or  essence  plays    the  part  of  the 
efficient  cause  and  is  analogous  to  the  efficient  cause,  just  as  the 
polygon  is  analogous  to  the  circle.      In  (iod  His  essence  is  the 
cause  of  His  existence.     It  is  because  He  is  supremely  perfect 
that  He  exists,  and  it  is  in  this  sense  that  He  is  His  own 
cause      Thus,  as  we  see,  this  theory  finally  takes  us  back  ti> 
the  ontological  proof  ;  for  it  is  because  in  (iod  existence  is  con- 
(Utioned  by  His  essence,  that  His  essence  can  be  employed  to 
prove   His  existence  (see  the  whole  of    the   discussion  with 
Arnauld,  Cousin's  ed.  Vol.  II,  p.  (>0,  et  seq.). 

This  theory  of  a  God  who  is  the  Cause  of  Himself  attributes 
the  greatest  possible  power  to  what  is  divine  {Eép.  5''"'  Obj.  pp. 
•  448-455).  Thus  we  find  Descartes  exalts  the  onuupotence  of 
God,  and  teaches  not  only,  as  is  taught  in  every  form  of  Chris- 
tianity, that  He  created  the  world,  but  also  that  He  created  the 
eternal  truths.  Descartes  says  that  God  would  still  be  subject 
to  some  other  power,  as  Jupiter  was  to  the  Styx,  if  there 
existed  outside  and  above  Him  any  class  of  truths  which  He 
had  not  created  :  he,  therefore,  does  not  hesitate  to  state  that, 
if  the  three  angles  of  a  triangle  are  equal  to  two  right  angles. 
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und  if  tiiere  are  no  moimtains  without  valleys,  it  is  Ijecause  (iod 
lias  willed  it  so — a  doctrine  which  would  appear  to  violate  the 
j)rinciple  of  contradicti(m,  if  it  were  not  possible  to  take  it  in 
another  sense,  and  say  with  ]  )escartes  himself,  that  "  God 
creates  not  only  existences,  but  also  essences  "  ;  for  this  implies 
that,  with  these  essences.  He  created  the  truths  and  relations 
that  result  from  them.  Thus,  God  created  space,  and  in  space 
tiie  triangle,  and  in  the  triangle  the  geometrical  laws  which 
arise  out  of  its  essence,  as,  for  example,  the  equality  of  its 
three  angles  to  two  right  angles,  (iod  creates  the  fattier  and 
the  son,  and  with  them  the  moral  relations  which  spring  from 
their  respective  essences. 

For  the  rest,  Descartes  makes  his  doctrine  appear  much 
more  plausible  than  at  first  sight,  by  siiying  that,  in  God,  will 
and  iiitellijience  are  one — a  doctrine  which  is  after  all  not  so 
Opposed  to  the  common  one,  since  Thomas  Aquinas  liimself 
tauglit  that  in  God  all  attributes  together  are  one,  ])ecause  He 
is  pure  actuality.  According  to  the  doctrine  of  the  unity  of 
will  and  intelligence,  it  would  not  be  by  will  alone,  by  God's 
free  choice,  that  trutli  was  created,  but  by  a  will  that  is 
identical  with  intelligence,  tliat  is  to  say,  something  quite 
other  than  what  we  ordinarily  call  will. 

Another  consequence  of  the  (Jartesian  theory  of  divine 
omnipotence  is  the  doctrine  of  a  continuous  creation.  This 
doctrine  was  not  peculiar  to  Descartes,  for  it  really  belonged  to 
the  scholastics,  as  he  himself  mentions.  Descartes  teaches  that 
of  itself  the  creation  would  not  only  not  have  begun  to  exist, 
l)ut  tliat  it  could  not  even  continue  to  so  exist  ;  for,  he  says, 
the  moments  of  time  are  independent  of  one  another  ;  therefore, 
at  each  moment  of  a  being's  existence  the  cause  which  ga^e  it 
this  existence  must  continue  to  give  it  every  instant.  Con- 
servation is  nothing  else  than  creation  ;  and  Descartes,  as  we 
have  seen,  made  use  of  this  principle  in  order  to  prove  the 
existence  of  God,  without,  as  he  said,  having  to  face  the  difh- 
culty  of  a  processus  in  infinitum  ;  for  the  question  is  not  so 
much  who  created  me  formerly,  as,  to  whom  do  I  owe  my 
present  conservation,  and  since  I  am  an  actual  thing,  there 
must  be  an  actual  cause  which  maintains  my  existence. 

Those  adversaries  of  Descartes  who  considered  his  physics 
only,  without  regard  to  his  metaphysics,  accused  him  of  atheism, 
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because  he  endeavoured  to  explain  the  universe  through  the 
laws  of  motion  alone.  "Descartes,"  says  Pascal,  "  wouhl 
willingly  have  done  without  God,  but  he  made  God  give  a 
fillip  to"  the  world,  and  after  that  had  no  further  use  for  Hun. 
lUit  the  folly  of  this  reproach  appears  when  we  C(^nsider  that 
if  (îod  created  the  laws  of  logic,  if  each  act  by  which  the  world 
is  preserved  is  a  moment  of  the  act  of  creation  hi  general,  the 
world  in  its  logical  and  mechanical  development  is  just  as 
much  the  work  of  God  as  if  He  manifested  His  existence  l>y 
acts  that  were  purely  arbitrary. 

Leibnitz,  it  is  true,  reproached  Descartes  with  havnig  done 
away  with  final  causes  under  the  pretext  that  we  cannot  know 
the  Creator's  intentions;  but  Descartes,  while  he  upholds  no 
final   cause  in  particular,  still,  in  a  general   way,  proves  the 
existence   of  design   in   all    things   "  by   relying   on  no   other 
principle    than    that    of    the   infinite   perfections"    (Discourse 
on  Method,  V),  and  by  deducing  from  the  divhie  immutabihty, 
whicli  is  a  consequence  of  the  divine  perfection,  that  funda- 
mental   law  of  nature,  the    conservation  of   the  quantity   of 
motion  :  a  law  which,  though  it  has  been  to  a  certain  extent 
modified   in  later  times  as   regards  the   terms  of  its  exj-jres- 
sion,  has  remained  none  the  less  the  basis  of  science.     This 
discovery  of  a  certain  immutable  quantity  in  nature,  whatever 
the  formula  of  this  quantity ,i  is  one  of  Descartes'  great  achieve- 
ments.    And,  far   from    excluding  God  from    the   world,   this 
law,  accordinu-  to  lum,  is  a  certain  proof  of  the  divine  presence, 
further,   Descartes   makes   his   theodicy    complete    by  the 
doctrhie  of  the  divine  veracity  {Médit  IV).      This  principle, 
which  is  also  derived  from  the  idea  of  perfection,  serves  as 
ultimate  basis  to  the  certitude  which  was  already  founded  on 
the  criterion  of  self-evidence.     The  divine  veracity  is  logically 
deducible   from   the  conception  of  a  Perfect  Being,  for  it  is 
impossible  that  such  a  Being  could  deceive  us. 

It  is  true  that  it  might  be  questioned  whether  the  theory  of 
an  omnipotence  that  is  above  truth  itself,  is  not  somewhat 
prejudicial  to  the  foregoing  conclusion;  for  if  God  creates  trutli, 
whv  should  He  not  create  a  truth  that  was  relative  to  us,  but 

1  Descartes  called  it  qnantitf/  ofmotim,  Leibnitz  the  quantity/  of  vital 
force.    Now  we  say  the  conservation  of  energy  (see  Poincarru,  appendices 
Em.  Boutroux's  ed.  of  the  Motiadologt/). 
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at  the  same  time  not  the  real  truth  ?  And  might  it  not  be  that 
our  mind,  by  its  own  constitution,  conceives  veracity  as  a  pei- 
fection,  whilst  indifference  to  truth  was  the  characteristic  of  a 
liigher  nature  ?  However  this  may  be,  and  Descartes  does  not 
go  into  the  question,  it  is,  as  w^e  know,  upon  the  divine  veracity 
that  he  founds  the  existence  of  bodies,  for,  he  says,  we  have  an 
invincible  inclination  to  believe  in  this  existence.  Now,  this 
inclination  has  been  given  to  us  by  God  ;  He  would,  therefore, 
l»e  deceiving'  us  if  there  were  in  realitv  no  bodies. 

Finally,  God  is  the  basis  of  certainty  :  not  that  Descartes 
expressly  says  that  the  criterion  of  self-evidence  is  insufticient  ; 
but,  as  we  cannot  alw^ays  go  through  the  same  reasoning,  we  are 
obliged  to  refer  to  our  memory  in  order  to  be  sure  that  we  have 
formerly  taken  such  or  such  a  thing  to  be  self-evident  ;  and  it 
is  tlie  divine  veracity  that  is  our  warrant  of  the  truthfulness  of 
our  faculties,  and  consecpiently  of  our  memory.  Lastly,  as  has 
l»een  said,  if  self-evidence  suffices  as  a  logical  test  of  certainty, 
the  divine  veracity  serves  to  confirm  this  certainty  ontologically. 

To  sum  up:  God,  the  cause  of  Himself; — His  essence  the 
cause  of  His  existence; — continuous  creation; — God  as  the  creator 
of  eternal  truths  ; — the  divine  immutability  as  the  foundation  of 
X)hysics  ; — divine  veracity  :  these  are  the  essential  points  in  the 
theodicy  of  Descartes.  We  shall  now  proceed  to  examine 
that  of  Malebranche. 

Malehranche  :  The  Immediate  Vision  of  God  ;  Vision  in 
God;  Theory  of  Occasioned  Causes;  Optimism;  Simplicity  of 
Ways  or  Methods  ;   The  Infinite  Motive  of  Creation. 

Malebranche,  as  we  have  already  seen,  simplified  Descartes' 
proof  of  the  existence  of  God  l)y  his  doctrine  of  the  idea  of  the 
Infinite.  Instead  of,  like  Descartes,  reasoning  from  the  idea 
to  its  object  as  from  an  effect  to  its  cause,  he  holds  that  the 
idea  of  the  Infinite  and  God  are  one  and  the  same  thing. 

God  is  known  not  through  an  idea,  but  He  is  it  in  Himself  ; 
"  if  He  is  thought,  He  is."  But  what  are  we  to  understand  by 
this  term  God  ?  For  Malel)ranche,  as  for  Descartes,  God  is  the 
infinitely  perfect  Being,  but  Malebranche  insists  more  tlian 
Descartes  on  God's  character  as  Being.  It  appears  to  him  super- 
fluous to  add  the  idea  of  perfection  to  that  of  being.  For  him 
God  is  ''the  universal  Being,  the  Being  of  Beings."     "In  order  to 
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know  what  being  is  we  must  always  remove  from  the  idea  of 
being  the  notion  of  such  and  such  beings"  {Entr.  MétapL  2  and 
8).  He  is  neither  body  nor  spirit  ;  spirit  is  not  to  be  attributed 
in  the  same  sense  to  God  and  man.  "  God  is  Being  without 
restriction"  (21).  "The  Infinite  simply"  (12,  17).  ''The 
indeterminate  being  "  (23),  that  is  to  say,  "  being  that  is 
in  no  sense  limited."  Malebranche  tells  us  further  that  God 
is  incomprehensible.  "  When  I  speak  to  you  of  God,"  lie  says, 
"if  you  understand  what   I   say,  it  must  be   that   I   speak 

wrongly."  ^    ^    - 

Having  decided  this,  the  next  question  is  :  while  God  is 
our  immediate  object  when  we  address  Him,  do  we  see  God  in 
His  substance  or  in  His  effects  and  by  participation  ?  Male- 
branche replies  : 

"  I  do  not  deny  that  the  substance  of  God  is  seen  in  itself.  We  see  it 
in  itself  in  this  sense,  that  we  do  not  see  it  through  something  finite  that 
represents  it  ;  but  not  in  the  sense  that  we  reach  it  in  its  simplicity,  and 
that  we  discover  in  it  His  perfections  (P.  22).  You  do  not  discover  that 
property,  which  is  essential  to  the  Infinite,  of  being  at  the  same  time  one 
and  all  things,  and  so  simple  that,  in  Him  each  perfection  contains  all  the 
others  without  any  real  distinction"  (P.  21). 

However  imperfect  this  vision  of  God  may  be,  yet  He  is  the 
only  being  we  perceive  in  itself.  All  other  beings  (at  least  all 
bodies)  we  only  perceive  in  God— such  is  the  celebrated  theory 
known  as  Vision  in  God.  Furthermore,  beings  are  not  only 
not  known  in  themselves,  but  are  also,  of  themselves,  incapable 
of  action.  They  are  merely  the  occasions  which  determine 
God  to  act.  This  is  the  theory  of  occasional  causes  which 
forms  the  second  part  of  Malebranche's  system.  God,  since 
He  is  the  sole  being,  is  also  alone  intelligible  and  the  only 

agent. 

In   the  first  place,  what  is  the  meaning  of   this  strange 

expression,  "  We  see  all  things  in  God  "  ? 

We  have  to  distinguish  two  kinds  of  beings— the  soul  and 

the  body.     Properly  speaking,  we  do  not  know  the  soul,  we 

have  no  idea,  but  only  a  confused  consciousness  of  it,  and  so 

Malebranche   does    not    say  that  we  see    souls   in  God,  but 

reserves    this    expression    for    bodies.       And    why    is    this? 

Because  bodies  alone  can  be  the  object  of  rational  cognition. 

They  alone  can  be  known  in  their  essence.     Only  in  the  case 
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of  bodies  are  we  able  to  deduce  their  properties  from  tlieir 
essence,  which  is  extension.  The  science  of  bodies  is  geometry  ; 
l)ut  there  is  no  geometry  of  souls,  of  these  we  only  have  an 
empirical  knowledge.  This  is  what  Malebranche  means  when 
he  says  that  the  soul  is  not  known  to  us  in  its  idea,  whereas 
bodies  are  known  to  us  in  their  ideas,  that  is  to  say,  in  tlieir 
essence. 

But  what  is  this  essence  ?  It  is  a  part  of  the  substance  of 
God  which  represents  to  us  the  l)odies  created  l)y  Him 
(whether  these  bodies  exist  really  or  not).  God  creates  beings 
by  participation  in  His  substance.  There  is  therefore  in  Him 
something  which  is  an  a  priori  representation  of  these  beings, 
and  it  is  this  representation  itself  that  we  see  when  we  think 
we  see  bodies.  To  know  bodies  is  thus  to  know  God  as  repre- 
sentative of  bodies.  This  doctrine  becomes  still  clearer  if  we 
assume  in  God  an  intelligible  extension  which  differs  from 
corporeal  and  sensible  extension,  being  pure  and  immutable, 
the  ideal  of  extension  rather  than  a  concrete  and  definite 
extension.  Thence  it  follows  that  vision  in  God  is  but  the 
vision  of  the  divine  extension  in  which  we  draw  geometrical 
fiixures  which  are  the  essential  elements  in  bodies. 

Malebranche  further  explains  that  we  see  in  the  same 
manner  not  only  l)odies,  but  the  universal  and  necessary 
truths,  that  is  to  say,  mathematical  and  moral  truths.  Both 
are  ratios,  but  tlie  former  are  ratios  of  qitantity  and  the  latter 
ratios  of  perfection  (see  The  Ethical  Problem,  Chap.  I).  When- 
ever we  contemplate  these  two  kind  of  ratios,  God  reveals 
and  communicates  to  us  His  substance. 

As  God  is  the  sole  intelligible  being, so  is  He  also  the  sole  agent, 
the  sole  cause  ;  in  other  words,  finite  l)eings  are  merely  passive, 
and  in  them  only  phenomena  occur  ;  but  these  phenomena  are 
for  God  an  occasion  of  action.  For  example,  the  movements 
of  our  body  are  for  God  the  occasion  on  which  He  creates 
sensations  in  our  souls,  while  the  desires  of  the  soul  are  an 
occasion  for  Him  to  create  movements  in  the  body.  But  why 
is  this  the  case  ?  Because  the  action  of  cause  implies  a 
necessary  relation  w4th  its  effect,  and  we  never  find  anything 
of  the  kind  either  in  our  internal  or  external  experience. 

Thus  Malebranche  had,  before  Hume,  perceived  the  difficulty 
involved  in  the  problem  of  causality.     We  see,  he  said,  like 
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Hnme,  only  successions  of  phenomena,  and  not  the  hiner 
connection  by  whicli  two  terms  are  joined.  Why  does  this 
connection  escape  our  perception  ?  Because  it  is  something 
divine,  somethin<^^  to  which  there  is  nothuig  analogous  in 
creatures  {Méd.  Chrét.  IX,  2). 

"  If  we  come  to  consider  our  notion  of  canse  or  of  the  power  of  action, 
we  civnnot  doubt  that  this  idea  represents  something  divine  "  {Rech.  de  lo 
Ver.  VI,  iii).  "To  assume  efficiency  in  creatures  is  to  divinize  them,  for 
all  efficiency  is  something  divine  and  infinite  "  {Méd.  Chrét.  IX,  7).  "  It  is  a 
contradiction  to  say  all  tlie  angels  and  devils  together  could  move  a  hit 
of  straw"  {Entr.  Métaphy.^.  VII,  10). 

In  these  two  theories  (Vision  in  (Jodand  Occasional  Causes) 
Malebranche's  theodicy  may  be  summed  up.  We  must  further 
mention  three  characteristic  doctrines  of  his  :  (1)  his  optimism  ; 
(2)  the  principle  of  the  simplicity  of  means;  (3)  the  infinite. 

motive  of  creation. 

As  re^'ards  Malebranche's  doctrine  of  optimism  a  passai;e 
from  Fonelon  supplies  us  with  a  summary  of  it: 

"The  following  are  the  principal  conceptions  which  go  to  make  u[) 
his  system  :  1st,  God,  as  an  infinitely  perfect  being,  can  accomplisli 
nothing  that  does  not  bear  the  mark  of  His  infinite  perfection  ;  so 
among^all  the  works  He  might  perform.  His  wisdom  always  determines 
Him  to  choose  the  most  perfect.  It  is  true  that  He  is  free  to  act  or  not 
act  outside  Himself,  but  supposing  He  does  act  He  must  produce  what- 
ever is  most  perfect,  being  thereto  invincibly  determined  by  the  order 
of  things.  It  were  unworthy  of  Him  not  to  conform  to  this  order" 
{liéfntutioit  du  sifiitème  de  Malehrnnche,  Ch.  1). 

This  is  a  correct  account  of  Malebranche's  optimism,  which 
is  identical  with  that  of  Leil)nitz.  To  this  general  principle 
Malebranche  adds  two  others  which  are  peculiar  to  himself: 
1st,  the  principle  of  the  simplicity  of  ways  or  of  general  volitions  ; 
2nd,  the  necessity  of  Incarnation  in  order  tliat  the  universe 
may  ])e  worthy  of  Ciod. 

"The  first,"  continues  Fcnelon,  "c(msistsin  thatGod  produced  the  most 
perfect  work  by  the  simplest  means.  He  might  have  added  many  apparent 
l>eauties  to  His  works,  but  He  could  not  do  so  without  derogating  from  this 
simplicity  of  method.  But  what  is  this  simplicity  of  ways  or  of  method? 
God,  knowing  all  the  difierent  ways  of  doing  His  work,  will  choose  the 
one  that  will  cost  Him  the  smallest  nund)er  of  particular  volitions,  the 
way  in  which  He  sees  that  general  volitions  would  be  most  fruitful.     He 
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might  by  a  particular  volition  have  prevented  tlie  rain  from  falling  use- 
lessly on  to  the  sea,  but  it  is  more  perfect  in  God  to  spare  Himself  particular 
volitions  than  to  add  this  perfection  to  His  work." 

Here  is  the  third  principle  : 

"  But  in  order  that  the  work  of  God  might  have  the  mark  of  infinite  per- 
fection, the  author  {i.e.  Malebranche)  adds  to  the  principle  of  the  simplicity 
of  means  a  second  principle,  which  is,  that  the  woild  would  be  a  work 
unworthy  of  God  if  Jesus  Christ  had  not  formed  part  of  the  plan  of 
creation.  God  could  only  create  the  world  in  view  of  the  incarnation  of 
the  Word.  Even  if  man  had  never  sinned,  the  birth  of  Jesus  Christ 
would  have  been  an  absolute  necessity." 

Thus  the  infinite  motive  of  creation  was  the  birth  and 
incarnation  of  Jesus  Christ.  In  this  way  Malebranche's  meta- 
physics merges  into  tlieology. 

As  we  see,  God  in  Malebranche's  system,  is  all.  He  is  the 
sole  light  and  the  sole  cause.  He  is  all  that  is  real  and 
intelligible  in  things,  and  He,  as  the  Word  incarnate,  is  further 
a  member  and  a  part  of  the  world.  Were  it  not  for  the 
Christian  l)iety  by  which  it  is  inspired  this  theory  would 
scarcely  be  distinguishable  from  tliat  of  Spinoza. 

Theology  of  Spiiioza  :  Unity  of  Substance  ;  The  Attributes  of 
God  ;  Thought  and  Extension  ;  Divine  Freedom  and.  Universal 
Necessity. 

Spinoza's  theodicy,  if  we  may  use  the  term,  cannot 
easily  be  distinguished  from  his  metaphysics.  We  shall,  how- 
ever, endeavour  to  limit  our  account  by  confining  ourselves  to 
his  doctrine  of  the  nature  of  God  and  by  recalling  what  has 
been  said  in  the  preceding  chapter  concerning  his  proof  of  the 
existence  of  God. 

Spinoza's  theory  of  God  may  be  l)rought  under  three  heads  : 
1st,  Cîod  is  the  only  substance;  2nd,  the  only  attributes  we 
know  of  Him  are  extension  and  thought  ;  3rd,  He  evolves 
Himself  necessarily  according  to  the  law  of  His  essence. 

It  is  generally  believed  that  Spinoza's  doctrine  of  the  unity 
of  substance  is  merely  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  definition 
borrowed  from  Descartes  :  "  Substance  is  that  which  is  in  itself 
and  is  conceived  through  itself  "  {Ethics  I,  Def  3).  Hence  it  is 
said,  "Since  substance,  by  its  definition,  is  being  in  itself,  it 
follows  evidently  that  there  can  only  be  one  substance,  for  there 
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can  only  exist  one  being  in  itself  and  through  itself."  But  that 
Spinoza's  doctrine  is  not  essentially  connected  with  this  defini- 
tion is  proved  by  the  fact  that  in  the  book  which  gives  his  first 
sketch  of  the  Ethics,  tliat  is,  in  the  De  Deo  et  Homine,  Spinoza 
asserts  the  unity  of  substance  without  making  use  of  the 
Cartesian  definition.  Even  in  the  Ethics  he  does  not  employ 
this  definition  to  prove  the  unity  of  substance,  ))ut  proves  it 
by  the  theorem  that  a  substance  cannot  he  produced  (I,  VI). 
"For,"  he  says,  "it  could  l)e  produced  only  by  a  substance 
having  different  attributes  or  by  a  sul)stance  having  attri- 
butes in  common  with  it  "  ;  but  he  shows  that  both  of  these 
ways  are  alike  impossible.  Since  a  substance  cannot  be 
produced,  it  follows  that  every  substance  is  uncreated,  or, 
in  other  words,  that  every  substance  is  self-existent. 

This  being  the  case,  it  only  remains  for  hhn  to  prove,  hke 
all  metaphysicians,  that  there  can  only  be  one  being  that  exists 
of  itself.    There  cannot  be  several  uncreated  substances,  for  the 
reason    that    there   cannot   be    several    infinities.       In    short, 
Spinoza's  definition  has  not  at  all  the  meaning  generally  attri- 
buted to  it;    for  he   does  not  say    that  substance   is   being 
through  itself,  but  only  that  it  is  a  being  in  itself,  which  is  a 
very  different  statement,  since  it  expresses,  not  the  antithesis 
between  the  contingent  and  the  necessary,  but  the  antithesis 
l)etween  mode  and  substance.     Modes  and  attributes  always 
exist    in    some    other    thing,    and    thus    Spinoza    calls    them 
inhaercntia  ;  and  in  scholastic  language  inherence  is  the  law  by 
which  the  mode  or  attribute  is  united  to  the  substance.     Sub- 
stance, on  the  contrary,  is  not  inherent  in  anything,  does  not 
exist  in  another  thing,  and  since  it  does  not  exist  in  another 
thing  it  exists  in  itself,  is  in  itself.^      Similarly,  it  is  known  of 
itself,  that  is  to  say,  it  does  not  require  any  other  thing  in 
order  to  be  known,  unless  it  be  in  its  origin  ;  but  as  far  as  I 
know  it  as  existing,  I  can  think  it  without  thinking  any  other 
thincr.     These  are  indeed  the  true  characteristics  of  substance, 
and  it  is  hard  to  see  what  other  definition  could  l^e  given  of  it. 

>  It  will  be  noticed  that  in  this  definition  Spinoza  does  not  by  any 
means  say  that  substance  exists  through  itself,  but  only  that  it  exists 
in  itself,  and  is  known  through  itself,  which  is  quite  a  different  thing. 
It  is  by  the  previous  argument  that  Spinoza  proves  that  every  substance 
exists  throufjh  itself,  and  consequently  that  there  can  be  only  one  substance. 
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But  it  remains  to  be  known  if  such  a  being  can  exist  and  yet 
not  be  just  the  uncreated  being,  and  this  is  Spinoza's  proposition. 
This  he  proves  by  saying,  that  if  such  a  substance  were  created, 
either  it  would  have  attributes  in  conimom  with  the  creatin<r 
substance,  and  in  that  case  it  would  be  identical  with  it,  because 
substances  only  differ  in  their  attributes  ;  or  it  would  possess 
different  attributes,  in  which  case  one  could  not  be  the  cause 
of  the  other,  since  there  must  always  be  something  common  in 
cause  and  effect.  (The  effect  must  involve  the  concept  of  the 
cause.) 

Having  proved  God  to  be  the  only  substance,  and  hav- 
ing, like  Descartes,  defined  Him  as  the  being  whose  essence 
involves  existence,  Spinoza  now  proceeds  to  the  determination 
of  His  attributes.  God  possesses  an  infinite  number  of  infinite 
attributes.  Of  these  we  only  know  two — extension  and 
thought.  Before  he  tells  us  what  are  the  attributes  possessed 
by  God,  Spinoza  sets  forth  those  which  He  does  not  possess. 
Indeed,  it  is  only  in  the  second  part  of  the  Ethics  {De  Mente} 
that  Spinoza  proves  the  existence  of  the  two  attributes  in  God 
which  we  do  know,  namely,  extension  and  thought.  But 
in  the  first  Part  (I,  31,  32,  and  Schol.  of  Prop.  17)  he  proves 
that  God  has  neither  understanding  nor  will.  However^ 
although  the  two  attributes  of  God  are  not  proved  in  the  first 
part,  they  are  implied  in  it.  For  Spinoza  proves,  (Schol.  of 
l*rop.  15),  firstly  that  God  can  be  extended  without  being 
divisible  ;  secondly,  that  understanding  and  will,  without  being 
divine  attributes  are  modes  of  the  divine  thought  (Props.  31 
and  32). 

In  order  to  prove  the  existence  of  thought  in  God,  Spinoza 
lays  down  this  axiom  :  man  thinks  (II,  ax.  2).  There  are,  there- 
fore, individual  thoughts,  that  is  to  say,  modes  which  presuppose 
an  attribute  without  which  they  cannot  be  conceived.  But  as 
all  things  are  in  God,  since  He  is  the  only  substance,  it  follows 
that  these  modes  are  in  God  and  conceived  by  God,  therefore 
the  attribute  whose  concept  they  imply  is  an  attribute  of  God. 
The  same  demonstration  serves  to  prove  the  existence  of 
divine  extension  (II,  Props.  1  and  2). 

Thus  Spinoza  attributes  to  God  thought,  but  neither 
imderstanding  nor  will  (I,  Prop.  17,  Schol.).  The  great 
difficulty  is  to  see  what  the  distinction  is  which  Spinoza  makes 
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Ijetweeii  uiiderstanding  and  thought.  This  lie  does  not  tell  us 
expressly  :  but  either  the  term  thought  has  no  meaning,  or  it 
signifies  knowledge  pure  and  absolute:  and  in  this  case  under- 
standing must  signify  discursive  and  relative  knowledge. 
Spinoza  denies  that  understanding  pertains  to  the  nature  of 
(^od,  because  there  can  be  nothing  common  to  luunan  nature 
and  the  divine,  and  because  the  divine  understanding  would 
only  have  the  same  resemblance  to  human  \mderstanding 
as  the  dog,  sign  of  the  Zodiac,  has  to  tlie  dog,  the  larking 

animal. 

lUit  if  this  reasoning  be  accepted,  the  same  would  have  to  be 
said  of  thought;  and  how  then  would  the  divine  thought  be 
proved?  Is  it,  as  8i)inoza  said,  merely  by  the  fact  that  man 
thinks?  How  can  divine  thought  l)e  the  cause  of  human 
thought,  since  the  effect  must  involve  the  concept  of  the  cause? 
We  nmst  then  say  that  if  understanding  is  not  in  (lod^it  is 
because  it  is  a  finite  mode  of  thought  (discursive  understanding); 
on  tlie  other  hand  it  presup])0ses  pure  thought  or  what  we 
ourselves  would  call  intuitive  understanding. 

Tt  is,  indeed,  quite  evident  that  by  thought  Spin(jza  does 
not  understand  merely  objective  thought  or  the  logical  and 
rational  laws  of  things,  but  also  subjective  thought,  or  the  act 
of  cognition.  This  follows  from  the  proposition  (II,  1,  Schol.), 
where  he  says,  "  The  more  things  a  thinking  being  can  think, 
the  more  reality  or  perfection  we  conceive  it  to  possess,  and, 
therefore,  the  being  which  can  think  an  infinitude  of  things  in 
infinite  ways  is  necessarily  infinite  by  Ids  power  of  thinking." 
Again,  Spinoza  says  (II,  l*rop.  3,  Schol.),  "  God  understands 
Himself."  And  is  it  possible  to  understand  without  knowing  ? 
The  divine  thought  is  therefore  the  act  of  cognition  in  its  pure 
and  absolute  essence. 

We  now  proceed  to  the  question  of  the  divine  essence,  and 
it  is  here  especially  that  we  perceive  the  infiuence  of  Descartes 
on  Spinoza.  Descartes'  philosophy  is  dominated  by  one  funda- 
mental doctrine,  the  dualism  of  thought  and  extension; 
Spinoza  also  holds  this  dualism.  For  him,  as  for  Descartes,  the 
only  clear  and  distinct  ideas  we  have  are  the  ideas  of  thought 
and  of  extension  ;  for  him  also  these  two  ideas,  though  always  in 
correspondence,  are  heterogeneous,  and,  like  all  Cartesians,  he 
held  that  there  could  be  no  relation  between  them.      Finally, 
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for  Spinoza  again  the  wliole  material  world  is  explained  by 
extension  :  but  these  two  things,  instead  of  being,  as  on  the 
view  of  Descartes,  two  substances,  are  attributes  of  one  and 
the  same  substance. 

And  now,  how  is  the  principle  of  the  unity  or  indivisil>ility  of 
substance  (I,  Prop.  13)  to  l)e  reconciled  with  the  doctrine  of  the 
divine  extension  ?  In  order  to  solve  tliis  difficulty,  Spinoza 
draws  a  distinction  between  quantity  as  it  exists  in  the  imagin- 
ation and  senses,  and  quantity  as  it  exists  in  the  under- 
standing {Ihid.  Prop.  15,  Schol.).  It  is  only  the  surface  of  things, 
or  body,  that  is  divided  and  divisible  :  the  real  substratum  or 
substance  is  indivisible  ;  for  in  substance,  or  in  the  extended 
in  itself,  there  is  no  separation  of  parts.  All  the  arguments 
brought  against  the  divine  extension  spring  from  regarding 
extension  as  composed  of  finite  parts  ;  l>ut  tliose  who  thus  make 
up  the  infinite  out  of  the  finite  fall  into  inextricable  contradic- 
tions. Again,  the  divine  perfection  is  adduced  as  an  objection 
to  this  doctrine  ;  but  the  extended  in  itself,  being  indi^•isible, 
in  no  way  diminishes  the  perfection  of  God  ;  and,  moreover,  as 
He  alone  exists,  and  as  nothing  exists  outside  Him,  He  is  not 
capable  of  suffering  or  receiving  any  modification  from  without. 

In  connection  with  his  theory  of  tlie  divine  nature,  we  find 
in  Spinoza  another  theory  which  is  ol)SCure  but  important — 
ihat  of  the  eternal  and  infinite  modes.  Spinoza  holds  the 
existence,  between  the  attril)ute  and  the  mode  proper,  of  inter- 
mediate states,  which  are  not  attril)utes  but  modes,  although 
not  finite  modes  like  modes  properly  so  called.  "  They  were," 
says  Emile  Saisset,  "  emanations,  as  it  were,  which  served  to  fill 
the  chasm  and  form  the  transition  between  the  natura  naturans 
and  the  natura  naturata,  that  is  to  say,  l)etween  God  and  the 
world."  Tlie  existence  of  these  modes  is  proved  by  the 
argument  (I,  21)  that  what  is  immediately  derived  from  the 
absolute  nature  of  a  divine  attribute  must  participate  in  the 
absolute  nature  of  this  attribute  ;  it  must,  in  some  manner, 
express  this  absolute  nature,  and  to  do  this  must  itself  lie 
infinite  and  eternal  (see  Part  III,  Ch.  Ill,  Mhid). 

Of  these  eternal  and  infinite  modes,  Spinoza  in  the  Etliics 
only  names  one — the  idea  of  God.  God  thinks,  says  Spinoza, 
and  the  more  perfect  a  being  is  the  more  numerous  are  the 
objects  he  thinks.     God,  being  infinite,  thinks  an  infinity  of 
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infinitely  modified  beings.  Now  an  infinity  of  infinitely  modified 
beings  is  (iod  Himself.  Therefore  God  thinks  God;  therefore 
He  has  the  idea  of  (iod  (11,  3).  Hence  it  follows,  in  Spinoza's 
doctrine,  that  (iod  has  the  idea  of  Himself,  that  He  thinks, 
iindersUinds  Himself.  But  what  is  a  being's  thought  of  himself 
if  not  self-consciousness.  And  if  consciousness  be  attributed 
to  God  must  not  we  also  attribute  to  Him  personality,  at  least 

in  a  certain  degree  ? 

(^an   one  call  a  God   who   thinks  God,  impersonal  ?      It  is 
true  that  Spinoza  places  the  idea  of  God,  not  in  the  7iatura 
imturans  or  divine  substance  itself,  but  like  all  modes,  in  the 
natura   naturata  (I,  Prop.  29,  Scholium,  and  J»rop.  31).      Pnit 
this  is  a  purely  abstract    distinction    notwithstanding  which 
Spir.o/a   certainly   admits   a   divine  consciousness.      It  would, 
however,  be   to   strain   Spinoza's   meaning,  and  to  give  to  his 
doctrine  of  Crod   an  Alexandrian  and  agnostic  sense  scarcely 
in  harmony  with  his  system  if  we  regarded  his  idea  of  God  as 
a  kind  of  hypostasis  or  fall  frcan  Cîod,  a  thought  which  would 
contemplate  God  from  without,  or,  from  below,  without  itself 
being  (îod:  for  there  is  nothing  in  his  writings  to  warrant 
such  an  interpretation.    Nor  would  it  be  more  rational  to  suppose 
that,  as  with  Hegel,  the  idea  of  (iod  had  existence  only  in  human 
thought.     This  doctrine  would  be  even  more  inconsistent  with 
the  spirit  of   Spinoza's  philosophy,  for  it  would  lead  to  the 
supposition   that   the    more    perfect    is    posterior   to   the  less 
perfect,  which  is  utterly  opposed  to  Spinoza's  principles.  ^  The 
only  remaining  view  is,  then,  that  on  Spinoza's  doctrine  God  is 
conscious  of  Himself,  that  this  consciousness  follows  from  the 
absolute  nature  of  thought,  and  hence  that  it  is  (îod. 

There  remains  to  be  considered  Spinoza's  doctrhie  of  the 
necessary  evolution  of  Crod  and  of  the  divine  freedom. 

Spinoza  lays  it  down  as  a  principle  that  Cîod  is  a  free  cause, 
and  that  He  is,  moreover,  the  only  free  caicse  (I,  Prop.  17, 
Coroll.).  "  God  acts  from  the  laws  of  His  own  nature  only, 
and  is  compelled  by  no  one,"  and,  indeed,  since  nothing  can 
either  be  or  be  conceived  without  God  (Ihid.  Prop.  15),  it 
follows  that  He  can  be  determined  by  nothing  except  Himself. 
Therefore  He  is  free;  and  He  is,  moreover,  the  only  free 
cause,   since   He  is  the    only   being    that    is    determined   by 
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But  of  what  kind  of  freedom  does  Spinoza  here  speak  ?  Is 
it  what  is  generally  understood  by  the  term  "  freedom  of  will," 
the  power  that  is  possessed  by  a  being  of  doing  something 
different  from  what  he  does  ?  No  !  for  in  the  first  place,  God 
has  not  will  any  more  than  understanding.  Will,  as  well  as 
understanding,  belong  to  the  natura  naturata  or  the  world, 
and  not  to  the  natura  nxiturans  or  God.  Moreover,  to  attri- 
bute freedom  to  God  would  be  to  say  that  things  might  have 
been  diflerent  from  what  they  are,  and  that  God  might  have 
had  a  nature  other  than  that  which  He  has;  in  other  words, 
that  He  is  not  supremely  perfect  (I,  33,  Schol.  2)  ;  that  He 
might  have  had  a  different  understanding,  a  different  will. 
Everyone  grants  that  in  God  understanding  is  actual,  and  that 
the  will  cannot  be  separated  from  the  intellect. 

Now,  if  God  had  been  able  to  act  otherwise  than  He  did,  He 
must  have  possessed  another  actual  intellect,  a  different  will,  a 
different  essence.  In  this  discussion  Spinoza  has  evidently  in 
his  mind  Descartes'  doctrine  of  the  absolute  freedom  of  God  ; 
he  adds,  however,  that  he  prefers  the  doctrine  in  which  the  will 
is  made  subordinate  to  the  intelligence,  to  the  one  in  which 
the  intelligence  is  made  subordinate  to  the  will.  He  much 
prefers  the  "  good  pleasure  "  theory  to  that  of  the  optimists. 
To  say  that  God  is  obliged  to  conform  to  the  model  of  the 
good  is  to  suppose  the  existence  of  a  something  outside  and 
above  Himself  to  which  He  "  looks  while  He  is  at  work  as  to 
a  model  "  and  which  He  is  obliged  to  realize  ;  and  thus  to  con- 
ceive Him  as  subject  to  a  fatum,  as  deprived  of  all  freedom 
(I,  Prop.  33,  Schol.  2). 

Thus   Spinoza's   doctrine   is   that  of   universal   determinism. 
Hence  the  following  propositions  : 

"  A  thing  which  has  been  determined  to  any  action  was  necessarily  so 
determined  by  God,  and  that  which  has  not  been  thus  determined  by 
God  cannot  determine  itself  to  action  "  (I,  26).  "  A  thing  which  has  been 
determined  by  God  to  any  action  cannot  render  itself  indeterminate"  (1,27). 
"  No  individual  thing  .  .  .  can  exist  or  be  determined  to  action  unless  it 
be  determined  to  existence  and  action  by  another  cause  .  .  .  and  again, 
this  cause  cannot  exist  or  be  determined  to  action  unless  by  another 
cause,  and  so  on  ad  infinitum  "  (I,  28).  "  The  will  cannot  be  called  a  free 
cause,  but  can  only  be  called  necessary"  (I,  32).  "  Things  could  have  been 
produced  by  God  in  no  other  manner  nor  in  any  other  order  than  that  in 
which  they  have  been  produced"  (I,  33). 
II.  X 
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Finally  in  the  Appendix  to  the  first  book  of  the  Ethics, 
Spinoza  refutes  the  doctrine  of  final  causes,  which  is  connected 
with  that  of  the  divine  freedom.  He  finds  in  this  doctrine 
two  grave  errors:  Ist,  that  of  giving  priority  to  wliat  is 
posterior,  of  regarding,  for  example,  vision  as  the  cause  of  the 
eye  whereas  it  is  in  reality  its  effect;  2nd,  that  of  reversing 
the' order  of  perfection  :  for  the  cause  is  in  itself  more  perfect, 
being  nearer  to  God,  whereas  the  upholders  of  final  causes 
re^^ard  the  effect  as  more  perfect  than  the  cause. 

"to  sum  up,  the  essential  points  in  Spinoza's  teaching  con- 
cerning Pod  are  :  His  existence,  with  absolute  perfection  as 
His  essence  ;  the  unity  of  substance  ;  the  duality  of  its  attri- 
Inites,  which  are  thought  and  extension  ;  universal  determinism. 
After  such  an  exposition,  he  felt  that  he  might  conclude  with 
the  words  :  "  I  have  now  explained  the  nature  of  God." 

Leibnitz:  Optimism;  Metaphysical,  Physical,  and  Moral 
Evil  ;  Bayles  Objections  ;  Moral  Necessity  ;  the  Divi7ie  Freedom. 

The  doctrine  of  Leibnitz  is  fundamentally  opposed  to  that  of 
Spinoza  It  is  opposed  to  both  Spinoza's  theory  of  an  absolute 
necessity  and  Descartes'  theory  of  absolute  freedom.  Leibnitz 
proposes  as  a  solution  the  intermediate  theory  of  a  moral 
necessity:  He  represents  God  as  obliged  to  conform  to  the 
principle  of  the  best  {optimum).     This  is  what  is  called   the 

doctrine  of  optimism. 

Theory  of  Optimism.—''  God  is  the  first  reason  or  cause  ot 
things  "  He  must  be  "  absolutely  perfect  in  power,  in  wisdom, 
and  In  goodness"  {Théod.  ^7).  This  supreme  wisdom  joined 
to  an  infinite  goodness  "  could  not  fail  to  choose  the  best. 
For  "  if  this  were  not  the  best  of  all  possible  worlds,  God 
would  not  have  chosen  any  world  .  .  .  since  He  never  acts 
unless  in  accordance  with  supreme  reason  "  {Ibid,  8). 

Such  is  the  theory  of  optimism.  It  is  based  on  Leibnitz  s 
celebrated  principle  of  mjfficient  reason.  God  cannot  act 
without  some  reason,  and  since  He  is  perfection  itself  this 
reason  can  only  be  the  choice  of  the  best  ;  "  for  if  He  had 
chosen  one  less  good,  there  would  be  something  which  might 
be  improved  in  His  work." 

Thus  the  doctrine  of  optimism  is  proved  by  Leibnitz  a 
priori,  and  since  it  is  based  on  the  idea  of  perfection  itself,  this 
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doctrine  cannot  be  disputed  on  the  ground  of  experience. 
The  existence  of  evil,  of  sin  and  pain,  is  urged  as  an  objection 
to  optimism.  But  if  these  were  abolished,  then,  indeed,  this 
would  not  be  the  best  of  possible  worlds. 

All  things  are  connected  (9).  The  conception  of  a  world  without 
Buffering  and  without  evil  is  "a  romance,  an  Utopia"  (10).  An  evil  is 
frequently  the  cause  of  a  good,  and  *'two  evils  make  a  good,  as 
two  liquids  make  a  dry  body"  (10).  "A  little  bitterness  is  often  more 
pleasing  than  sugar"  (12).  Men  say  that  the  evil  exceeds  the  good  :  this 
is  an  error  :  "  It  is  our  want  of  attention  that  diminishes  our  goods  "  (13). 
Moreover,  "We  must  not  be  too  ready  to  join  the  malcontents  in  the 
Republic,;'  and  "it  is  a  vice  to  see  the  bad  side  of  everything  "  (15).  As  for 
the  prosperity  of  the  wicked  in  this  world,  there  will  be  "a  remedy  ready 
for  that  in  the  next  world"  (17). 

Leibnitz  then  goes  on  to  examine  the  more  speculative 
difficulties  concerning  the  origin  of  evil.  Si  Deus  est,  unde 
malum  ?  Si  non  est,  unde  bonum  ?  The  primary  cause  of  evil 
is  to  be  found,  according  to  him,  in  the  essential  limits  of  the 
creature,  that  is  to  say,  "  in  his  ideal  nature  in  so  far  as  this 
nature  is  included  in  the  eternal  truths  which  are  in  the 
Divine  mind."  In  this  sense  one  may  say  with  Plato,  that  the 
origin  of  evil  is  "  in  matter,"  provided  that  by  this  term  is 
understood  conditions  inherent  to  creatures,  in  so  far  as  these 
are  pre-represented  in  the  Divine  mind.  Evil  being  merely  a 
limitation,  or  a  privation,  has  therefore  no  efficient  cause,  but  only 
a  privative  (déficiente)  cause  (20). 

There  are  three  kinds  of  evil:  metaphysical  evil,  which 
consists  in  mere  imperfection  ;  physical  evil  or  suffering;  and 
moral  evil  or  sin  (21). 

But  still  we  ask.  How  is  it  that  God  permits  evil  ?  There 
are  in  God  two  wills— an  antecedent  will  "  which  regards  each 
good  separately  "  and  in  virtue  of  which  "  God  aims  at  every 
good  as  a  good,"  and  a  consequent  or  final  will  which,  comparing 
goods  with  one  another,  can  only  will  them  in  so  far  as  they  . 
are  compossible,  and  w^hen  united  would  produce  the  greatest 
possible  good.  Now,  evil  is  precisely  one  of  the  conditions 
of  this  greatest  good.  Consequently,  "God  wills  antecedently  ' 
the  good,  and  consequently  the  best  "  (23). 

We  must  here  distinguish  between  physical  and  moral  evil. 
Speaking  absolutely,   God   can    never   will  either  the   one  or 
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the  other.  But  physical  evil  He  may  will,  at  least  relatively, 
«  as  a  means  "  ;  whereas  moral  evil  or  sin  He  can  will  neither 
absolutely  nor  relatively:  He  can  on\y permit  it  as  "  a  condition 

sine  qiia  non"  (26). 

What  is  called  physical  concim^encc  gives  rise  to  a  ditticuity. 
Creation   implies   dependence,   this  dependence   requires   that 
God  be  always  present  for  the  maintenance  of  His  creatures  ; 
and  some  have  even  said  "  that  the  conservation  of  creatures  is 
nothing  else   than   a  continuous  creation."     Without  going  so 
far  as  this,  it  must  be  acknowledged  that  all  that  is  real  and 
effective  in  the  creature  comes  to  him  from  God,  and  that  he 
is  even  unable  to  act  without  the  co-operation  of  God.     This 
co-operation    is   called   concurrence,   concursus;    and  when  we 
have  to  do  with  the  substance  of  an   act,  with  its  material 
reality  apart  from  its  moral  worth,  it  is  called  physical  concur- 
rence.    This  being  the  case,  since  God  is  the  real  cause  of  all 
that  is  in  creatures,  and  since  He  co-operates  with  them  in 
their  actions.  He   must   be  the  efficient  cause  of  evil.    What 
becomes  now  of  the  principle  causa  deficiens,  non  efficiem  ? 

In  order  to  explain  how  it  is  that  God,  while  He  is  the  real 
cause  of  all  that  is  positive  in  His  creatures,  is  yet  not  the 
cause  of  evil,  Leibnitz  makes  use  of  a  comparison  which  is  both 
ingenious  and  profound.  Suppose  a  river  which  by  its  current 
carries  along  several  ships  diversely  laden,  the  current  of  the 
river  is  the  cause  of  the  motion  of  the  ships  ;  but  as  these  bear 
different  freights  they  advance  with  more  or  less  speed,  and  the 
relative  slowness  of  each  is  proportionate  and  due  to  the 
weight  it  carries.  Thus  "  the  current  is  the  cause  of  the  speed 
of  the  ships,  but  not  of  the  limitations  of  this  speed."  In  the 
same  way  God  is  the  cause  of  whatever  real  or  efficient  action 
there  is  in  sin,  but  not  of  the  limits  of  this  action,  and  it  is 
precisely  in  these  limits  that  sin  consists  (30). 

Bayles  objections.— The  doctrine  of  Optimism  was  invented 
by  Leibnitz  as  an  answer  to  the  objections  which  Bayle  had 
brought  forward  on  the  ground  of  the  existence  of  evil.  The 
followincj  is  a  brief  account  of  this  controversy. 

Bayk  assumes  as  a  principle  that  "  benefits  bestowed  on 
men  tend  only  to  their  happiness."  God  cannot  permit  that 
they  should  serve  to  make  them  miserable  (119). 

Leibnitz  replies  by  denying,  or  at  least  by  narrowing  the 
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application  of  the  principle  assumed.  "  It  is  not  strictly  true 
to  say  that  God's  benefits  tend  solely  to  the  happiness  of  His 
creatures.  All  things  in  nature  are  connected.  God  has  more 
than  one  object  in  view  in  His  projects.  The  felicity  of 
rational  creatures  is  one  of  the  ends  He  aims  at,  but  it  is  not 
His  whole  end  nor  even  the  ultimate  end  which  He  has  before 
Him.  The  unhappiness  of  some  among  them  may  occur 
concomitantly." 

Thus,  while  Bayle  considers  each  thing  individually,  Leibnitz 
on  the  contrary  regards  things  as  a  whole,  as  united,  as 
acting  and  reacting  upon  one  another. 

Bayle  declares  that  "  to  give  one's  enemy  a  silken  cord  which  one 
knows  for  certain  he  will  use  of  his  own  free  will  to  strangle  himself,  is  to 
deprive  him  of  his  life."  Whence  he  concludes  that  God  is  really 
responsible  for,  and  the  true  author  of  the  evils  which  their  freedom  brings 
upon  men,  since  He  knows  beforehand  the  use  they  will  make  of  it. 
Conversely,  "A  real  benefactor  gives  promptly  and  does  not  before  giving 
wait  until  those  he  loves  have  suffered  a  prolonged  misery." 

Also,  according  to  Bayle,  God  could  and  ought  to  bestow  His 
benefits  on  us  immediately,  and  not  let  us  buy  them  so  dearly 
by  trials  under  which  He  knows  the  larger  number  will 
succumb. 

"  All  these  propositions,"  says  Leibnitz,  "  turn  on  the  same  sophism. 
They  alter  and  distort  the  facts  ;  they  only  tell  half  the  truth,  suppress 
the  chief  point,  and  disguise  the  fact  that  it  is  of  God  we  speak.  It 
seems  as  if  one  were  dealing  with  a  mother,  a  guardian,  or  a  governor, 
whose  sole  care  almost  is  concerned  with  the  happiness  of  the  person  in 
question.  These  perpetual  anthropomorphisms  are  a  mockery  of  God. 
God  could  accomplish  the  good  which  we  wish  for  ;  He  even  desires  it, 
taken  by  itself,  but  He  ought  not  to  accomplish  it  in  preference  to  other 
greater  goods"  (122).  Leibnitz  sums  up  his  theory  thus  :  "When  things 
are  taken  separately,  the  parts  from  their  whole,  the  human  race  from  the 
universe,  God's  attributes  from  one  another,  wisdom  from  power,  one  may 
say  that  God  can  cause  virtue  to  exist  in  the  world  unmixed  with  vice. 
But  since  He  has  permitted  vice,  it  must  be  that  the  order  of  the  universe 
demands  it"  (124). 

In  short,  in  the  whole  of  this  discussion  the  chief  reproach 
Leibnitz  has  to  make  against  his  opponent  is,  that  he  falls 
continually  into  anthropomorphism,  that  he  measures  the 
duties  of  God  towards  man  by  what  would  be  the  duty  of 
man  himself.     God  has  to   consider   not   only  man,  but   the 
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whole  universe  ;  and  what  is  disorder  in  the  part  is  order  in 
the  whole.      "Incivile  est  nisi  tola  lege  inspecta  judicare''  (128). 

The  objections  found  by  Bayle  on  the  ground  of  the 
existence  of  evil  led  him  to  discover  some  probability  in 
the  hypothesis  of  the  two  principles  of  good  and  of  evil,  the 
Manichaean  hypothesis,  that  is,  which  he  made  an  attempt  to 
revive.  While  acknowledging  that  it  is  easy  to  attack  this 
hypothesis  a  priori,  or  by  reasons  taken  from  the  nature  of 
God,  he  declares  that  a  posteriori,  when  we  come  to  the 
existence  of  evil,  it  has  the  advantage.  Therefore  he  asserts 
that  if  Manichaeism  is,  speculatively  speaking,  inferior,  it 
carries  the  day  in  the  explanation  of  phenomena,  which  is  the 
first  mark  of  a  good  system. 

Leibnitz  maintains,  on  the  contrary,  that  to  assign  to  it  a 
principle  invented  expressly  for  it  is  not  such  a  good  way  of 
explaining  a  phenomenon  (152). 

It  was  thus  they  proceeded  in  the  schools,  when  they  assumed  as 
many  faculties  as  there  are  operations— "  A  chylific,  a  chimific,  a 
sanguific,"— instead  of  explaining  phenomena  by  their  physical  or  mechani- 
cal causes.  Leibnitz  denies  that  there  is  a  principium  rnaleficum  any 
more  than  there  is  a  primum  frigidum.  "  Evil  comes  from  privation 
only,  what  is  positive  only  enters  into  it  concomitantly  "  (153). 

At  the  opposite  extreme  from  the  above  system  is  the 
opinion  of  those  who,  in  order  to  set  God  free  from  the  fatum, 
emancipate  Him  even  from  moral  necessity,  thus  setting  His 
power  above  His  wisdom  and  His  justice  (75).  Others  have 
even  gone  so  far  as  to  suppose  that  God  established  the 
distinction  between  good  and  evil  by  an  arbitrary  decree. 

To  say  this,  is,  according  to  the  forcible  expression  used  by  Leibnitz, 
"to  dishonour"  God  (171).  For,  if  He  established  justice  and  goodness 
arbitrarily,  "He  can  unmake  them,  or  change  their  nature,  so  that  one 
would  have  no  reason  to  be  assured  that  He  will  always  observe  them 
Himself,"  and  the  case  would  be  the  same,  if  His  justice  were  radically 
different  from  ours.  "  If,  for  instance,  it  were  written  in  His  code  that 
it  is  just  to  make  the  innocent  eternally  miserable"  {Ibid.)  all  these 
theories,  and  others  similar  to  them,  would  "  make  God  act  as  a  tyrant 
or  an  enemy,"  and,  that  being  so,  "why  might  He  not  be  just  as  well 
the  evil  principle  of  the  Manichaeans  ?  "  (177). 

Among  similar  objectionable  doctrines  is  the  strange  opinion 
of  Descartes  (185),  which  ascribes  to  the  Divine  Will  not  only 
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the  creation  of  the  good  and  of  justice,  but  also  of  truth.  No 
doubt  it  is  true  that  truth  has  its  foundation  in  God,  and  that, 
if  God  did  not  exist,  not  only  would  nothing  be  real,  but 
nothing  would  be  possible.  Thus,  if  it  were  not  for  God, 
geometry  would  have  no  basis.  But  "  it  is  the  divine  mind 
that  makes  the  reality  of  the  eternal  truths."  His  will  has 
no  part  in  it  (184).  In  fact  Leibnitz  could  not  believe  that 
Descartes  was  serious  in  maintaining  this  opinion  ;  this  was, 
he  says,  "  one  of  his  tricks,  one  of  his  philosophical  ruses.  He 
was  preparing  the  way  for  some  quibble,  and  I  suppose  he  had 
in  view  another  extraordinary  manner  of  speaking  of  his  own 
invention,  according  to  which  affirmations,  negations,  and,  in 
general,  all  internal  judgments  are  operations  of  the  will"  (286), 
In  this  case  these  truths  would  be  for  God  objects  of  will,  and 
not  of  intellect,  and  the  dispute  would  be  merely  a  verbal  one. 

The  theory  of  absolute  necessity,  on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the 
other  that  of  absolute  freedom,  being  thus  set  aside,  there 
remained  only  the  doctrine  of  a  moral  necessity,  or  of  optimism, 
and  this,  as  we  have  seen,  is  the  doctrine  that  was  adopted 
and  defended  by  Leibnitz.  The  remainder  of  his  Theodicy  is 
devoted  to  the  discussion  of  the  objections  which  might  be 
brought  against  it. 

Optimism  may  be  attacked  : 

1.  On  the  ground  of  experience,  by  pointing  out  the  defects 
in  the  world.  But  Leibnitz  replies  :  "  They  who  do  so 
absurdly  set  themselves  up  as  censors  of  God's  work,"  like 
King  Alphonso  the  Wise,  who  imagined  he  criticised  the 
system  of  the  world,  while  in  reality  he  was  only  criticising 
Ptolemy's  system  :  "  You  have  only  known  the  world  three 
days  ;  you  scarcely  see  beyond  your  nose.  .  .  .  Wait  until 
you  know  it  better"  (194). 

2.  A  priori.  There  cannot  be  an  absolute  optimum.  There 
is  no  such  thing  as  a  perfect  creature  ;  it  is  always  possible  to 
produce  one  that  would  be  more  perfect.  To  this  Leibnitz  boldly 
replies  that  the  world  is  "  an  infinite  "  (195).  Not  indeed  that 
it  is  absolute  like  God,  but  it  is  infinite  in  Pascal's  sense  ;  that 
is  to  say,  "  that  it  extends  throughout  the  eternity  to 
come  .  .  .  and  that  there  is  an  infinity  of  creatures  in  the 
least  particle  of  matter."  Leibnitz  does  not  explain  how  this 
definition  of  the  universe  affords  a  reply  to  the  objection,  for. 
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since  it  was  now  a  question  of  only  a  finite  or  created 
infinite,  it  was  possible  to  employ  against  his  argument  one  of 
the  laws  of  the  infinitesimal  calculus  which  he  himself  dis- 
covered, namely,  that  there  are  infinities  of  different  orders; 
whence  it  would  follow  that  the  world  might  be  an  infinite, 
and  yet  there  might  be  a  higher  infinite  than  it.  Leibnitz,  we 
think,  gives  a  better  answer  a  little  further  on,  when  he  says  : 

"One  might  say  that  the  whole  infinite  series  of  things  might  be  the 
best  that  is  possible,  though  what  exists  throughout  the  universe  in  each 
point  of  time  is  not  the  best.  It  may  be  that  the  universe  always  goei 
on  growing  better^  if  the  nature  of  things  were  such  that  it  is  not  possible  to 
attain  the  beat  all  at  once  "  (202). 

3.  It  is  said  that  if  God  produced  always  the  best  "He 
would  produce  other  gods,"  but  this  is  an  error,  for,  "  if  they 
were  gods,  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  produce  them"; 
moreover,  if,  to  suppose  the  impossible,  each  created  substance 
were  perfect,  all  substances  would  be  equal  and  similar  to  one 
another,  which  would  not  constitute  a  whole  that  was  in  itself 
the  best.  Here  again  the  order  and  connection  in  things  is 
lost  sight  of.  "The  best  possible  system  would  then  not 
contain  gods.  It  would  be  always  a  system  of  bodies  (that  is 
to  say,  of  things  placed  in  time  and  space),  and  of  souls  which 
represent  and  perceive  these  bodies  in  accordance  with  which 
and  by  which  they  are  in  great  part  governed  "  (200). 

4.  It  is  said  that  what  is  best  as  a  whole  is  also  best  in  its 
parts,  just  as  in  geometry  any  part  of  a  straight  line,  which  is 
defined  as  the  shortest  way  from  one  point  to  another,  is  itself 
a  shortest  way  ;  but,  says  Leibnitz,  it  is  not  possible  to  reason 
"  from  quantity  to  quality." 

"If  goodness  and  beauty  always  consisted  in  something  that  was 
absolute  and  uniform,  such  as  extension,  matter,  and  other  homogeneous 
and  similar  things,  we  should  have  to  say  that  every  part  of  the  good  and 
of  the  beautiful  must  be  good  and  beautiful,  like  the  whole  ;  but  this 
is  not  the  case  with  relative  things  .  .  .  each  part  of  a  beautiful  thing  is 
not  always  beautiful,  since  it  must  be  detached  from  the  whole  or  com- 
prised in  the  whole  in  an  irregular  manner"  (212,  213). 

5.  To  regard  God  as  obliged  to  choose  the  best  is  to  limit 
His  power  (218-223).  But  "the  best  could  not  be  surpassed  in 
goodness,  and  we  do  not  limit  God's  power  by  saying  that  He 
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could  not  do  the  impossible  "  (226),  any  more  than  if  we  were 
to  say  that  He  cannot  make  a  line  shorter  than  a  straight  line. 
And  to  maintain  that  in  fact  the  world  is  not  the  best 
possible,  since  there  is  evil  in  it,  is  to  go  back  to  what  has  been 
already  so  often  refuted.  If  there  were  a  better  world,  it 
would  have  been  preferred. 

6.  But  if  God  is  obliged  to  choose  the  best  He  is  then  not 
free,  but  subject  to  a  kind  of  fatum.  This  objection  has  been 
already  frequently  refuted.  There  is,  if  you  will,  a  necessity, 
but  it  is  a  moral  necessity. 

"  To  say  that  one  cannot  do  a  thing  because  one  does  not  will  it  is  an 
abuse  of  terras.  The  wise  man  only  wills  the  good  ;  does  this  mean  that 
he  is  a  slave  ?  .  .  .  M.  Bayle  calls  by  odious  names  what  is  best  in  the 
world,  and  reverses  notions,  by  giving  the  name  of  slavery  to  the  state  of 
the  greatest  and  most  perfect  freedom  "  (228). 

The  theory  of  optimism  leads  up  to  the  theory  of  the  divine 
freedom  (337-360). 

"  The  prerogative  {avantage)  of  freedom  which  is  possessed  by  creatures 
exists  no  doubt  pre-eminently  in  God  ;  but  this  must  be  understood  in 
the  sense  that  freedom  is  truly  an  advantage,  and  does  not  presuppose 
an  imperfection.  To  be  capable  of  error  and  of  wrong-doing  is  a  dis- 
advantage, and  to  have  control  over  our  passions  is  an  advantage,  truly, 
but  one  which  presupposes  an  imperfection,  namely,  passion  itself"  (337). 

There  is  therefore  an  intermediate  term  between  brute 
necessity  and  divine  freedom.  The  laws  of  nature,  and  more 
especially  the  laws  of  motion  (340-351),  are  neither  altogether 
arbitrary,  as  Bayle  affirmed,  nor  mathematically  necessary. 
Leibnitz  showed  that  the  principles  of  mechanics  are  not 
mathematically  necessary,  and  up  to  the  present  his  opinion 
has  not  been  disproved  by  science.  He  showed  that  the 
mechanical  laws  are  "  beautiful,  but  not  necessary  "  (347). 
Similarly,  as  regards  the  union  of  the  soul  and  the  body,  he 
proves  that  the  "laws  which  govern  this  union,  though  not 
necessary,  are  yet  not  indifferent,  and  that  there  must  be  a 
reason  for  them  in  the  divine  wisdom  "  (352-357). 

With  the  above  theories,  it  was  easy  for  Leibnitz  to 
solve  the  difficulties  involved  in  foreknowledge  and  providence. 
For,  if  freedom  does  not  exclude  determination  and  certitude, 
it  is  not  surprising  that  God  is  able  to  foresee  what  is  deter- 
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mined  "  He  sees  all  at  once  the  sequence  of  things  in  this 
world  ...  in  each  part  He  sees  the  entire  universe  on 
account  of  the  perfect  connection  between  things  "  (360). 

Leibnitz  dwells  especially  (383-400)  on  the  difficulties  which 
may  arise  out  of  the  Cartesian  doctrine  of  continuous  creation, 
a  doctrine  according  to  which  the   conservation  of  creatures 
was    merely    a    continuation    of    the     act    of    creation.       He 
indicates  (383,  384)  that  he  could  raise  doubts  concerning  the 
doctrine    itself    which    suggests    the    great    question    of    the 
contimmm  ;  but  he  does  not  wish  to  enter  into  this  labyrinth 
and  contents  himself  with  saying  that  there  is  in  the  fact  ot 
creation    a    continual    dependence     on    (lod,    and     that     this 
dependence  we  may  call  creation,  if  we  will,  provided  we  do 
not  -o  so  fiir   as   to  make  creation   an   emanation  from   the 
Divine    (385).       Leibnitz,  while    he   holds    the   doctrme  of  a 
continuous    creation     thus     understood,    teaches     that     this 
doctrine    does    not    abolish  human    freedom    nor    the  special 
individuality    of    creatures.      "The   production  or   action,     he 
says    "by    which   God    produces,  has   a   nature   prior   to    the 
existence    of    the    creature   that    is    produced  ;    the  creature, 
taken   in   itself,  with   its   nature  and  necessary  properties   is 
anterior  to  its  accidental  affections  and  to  its  actions.  .  .  .     Grod 
produces  the  creature  in  conformity  with   the  requirements  of 
the  preceding  instants,  according  to  the  laws  of  wisdom  ;  and 
the  creature  acts  in  conformity  with  this  nature  which  God 
always  gives  him  when  He  creates  him  "  (385). 

The  \m  ccntury.-Kant's   Theodicy:    God  the  Postulate  oj 
Morality  ;  Faith  mUtitnted  for  Knowledge. 

After  Leibnitz,  and  throughout  the  18th  century,  we  do 
not  find  any  original  systems  of  theodicy.  On  the  one  hand 
there  flourished  a  crude  and  materialistic  atheism,  of  which 
Holbach's  System  of  Nature  was  the  very  mediocre  text-book  ; 
and  on  the  other  hand,  the  popular  deism  which  was  eloquently 
but'somewhat  unphilosophically  set  forth  by  J.  J.  Kousseau  m 
his  Profession  de  foi  du  vicaire  savoyard.  We  may  mention, 
however,  as  having  a  certain  character  of  its  own,  the  philo- 
sophy of  C.  Bonnet  of  Geneva,  which  is  closely  connected  with 
that  of  Leibnitz,  but  which  contains  a  new  element  m  the 
theory  of  palingmesia  or  metamorphosis  and  progress,  under 
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the  direction  of  Providence.  Notwithstanding  this  attempt, 
and  in  spite  of  the  important  part  played  at  this  period  by 
natural  theology,  we  must  acknowledge  that  it  was  not  till 
Kant  and  the  rise  of  the  German  School  that  a  new  note  was 
struck  in  the  philosophy  of  religion. 

Kant's  theodicy  is  virtually  that  of  Leibnitz,  with  this 
difference,  that  while  the  system  of  the  latter  was  speculative 
and  metaphysical,  Kant's  was  practical  and  moral.  Otherwise, 
optimism.  Providence,  the  Divine  Personality,  personal  immortal- 
ity are  all  doctrines  that  were  common  to  both  philosophers. 
In  Kant  we  find  no  trace  of  the  influence  of  Spinoza  :  he  was 
a  disciple  of  Leibnitz  and  Rousseau.  But,  as  we  know,  he 
regarded  the  speculative  reason  as  utterly  incapable  of  arriving 
at  the  origin  or  ends  of  things.  The  whole  world  of  noumena, 
of  things  in  themselves,  is  closed  to  us,  and  consequently  the 
existence  and  Nature  of  God,  as  well  as  the  rest.  But  what 
we  cannot  learn  from  speculative  reason  is  revealed  to  us  by 
practical  reason,  and  thus  theodicy  is  restored  as  a  consequence 
and  a  condition  of  morality. 

For  all  moral  conceptions  tend  to  meet  in  the  one  supreme 
conception  of  the  Sumnuim  Bonum.  This  sovereign  good  is 
neither  the  moral  good  by  itself  nor  the  physical  good  by 
itself;  neither  virtue  nor  happiness,  but  the  union  of  both. 
Happiness  without  virtue  or  virtue  without  happiness  are  both  ^ 
incomplete.  Nor  can  they  be  joined  together  in  an  analytic 
proposition,  for  neither  can  happiness  be  reduced  to  virtue  nor 
virtue  to  happiness  ;  and  yet  they  are  necessarily  joined  together 
in  our  minds,  in  an  a  priori  synthetic  judgment. 

Thus  the  sovereign  good  is  necessary  ;  it  must  therefore  be 
possible.  But  it  is  not  possible  under  the  conditions  of  sensible 
and  phenomenal  existence.  There  must,  then,  be  another 
mode  of  existence  in  which  this  supreme  good  can  be  realized, 
and  there  must  be  an  agent  capable  of  bringing  about  this 
realization.  Hence  follow  the  two  postulates  of  the  practical 
reason  :  the  existence  of  God,  and  the  immortality  of  the  soul. 
We  have  here  to  do  with  the  former  postulate  only. 

"  I  term  the  idea  of  an  intelligence  in  which  the  morally  most  perfect 
will,  united  with  supreme  blessedness,  is  the  cause  of  all  happiness  in  the 
world,  so  far  as  happiness  stands  in  strict  relation  to  morality  (as  the 
worthiness  of  being  happy),  the  Ideal  of  the  Supreme  Good.    It  is  only, 
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then  in  the  ideal  of' the  supreme  original  good  that  pure  reason  can  find 
the  Ground  of  the  practically  necessary  connection  of  both  elemeiits  of 
the  highest  derivative  good,  and  accordingly  of  an  intelligible,  that  is, 
moral   world.     Now,   since   we   are   necessitated   by  reason  to  conceive 
ourselves  as  belonging  to  such  a  world,  while  the  senses  present  to  us 
nothing  but  a  world  of  phenomena,  we  must  assume  the  former  as  a 
consequence  of  our  conduct  in  the  world  of  sense  (since  the  world  of 
sense  <rives  us  no  hint  of  it),  and  therefore  as  future  in  relation  to  us. 
Thus  God  and  a  future  life  are  two  hypotheses  which,  according  to  the 
principles  of  pure  reason,  are  inseparable  from  the  obligation  which  this 
reason  imposes  upon  us"  {Critique  of  Pure  Reason,  p.  491,  E^g.  ti^ns.). 
"  It  may  be  called  Faith,  that  is  to  say  a  pure  Rational  Faith    {Dialectic 
of  Pure  Practical  Reason). 

From  this  principle  Kant  thought  it  possible  to  deduce  all 
the  moral  attributes  of  God,  these  attributes  being  the  only  ones 
that  really  concern  mankind. 

"This  moral  theology  has  the  peculiar   advantage,  in   contrast  with 
speculative  theology,  of  leading  inevitably  to  the  conception  of  a  sole, 
perfect,  and  rational  First  Cause,  whereof  speculative  theology  does  not 
give  us  any  indication  on  objective  grounds,  far  less  any   convincing 
evidence.     For  we  find  neither  in  transcendental  nor  in  natural  theology, 
however  far  reason  mav  lead  us  in  these,  any  ground  to  warrant  us  m 
assuming  the  existence  of  one  only  Being,  which  stands  at  the  head  of  all 
natural  causes,  and  on  which  these  are  entirely  dependent.     On  the  other 
hand,  if  we  take  our  stand  on  moral  unity  as  a  necessary  law  of  the 
universe,  and  from  this  point  of  view  consider  what  is  necessary  to  give 
this  law  adequate  efficiency  and,  for  us,  obligatory  force,  we  must  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  one  only  supreme  will,  which  comprehends 
all  these  laws  in  itself.      For  how,  under  different  wills,  should  we  find 
complete  nnitv  of  ends  ?    This  will  must  be  omnipotent,  that  all  nature 
and  its  relation  to  morality  in  the  world  may  be  subject  to  it  :  omniscient, 
that  it  may  have  knowledge  of  the  njost  secret  feelings  and  thus  moral 
worth  ;  omnipresent,  that  it  may  be  at  hand  to  supply  every  necessity  to 
which  the  highest  weal  of  the  world  may  give  rise  ;  eternal,  that  this 
harmony  of  nature  and  liberty  may  never  fail  "  {Ibid.,  p.  493). 

The  harmony  between  virtue  and  happiness  is  what  has 
been  named  the  kingdom  of  grace.  Kant  adopts  this  expres- 
sion, and  this  kingdom  of  grace,  which  he  calls  elsewhere  the 
kvngdoTii  of  ends,  is  nothing  else  than  the  intelligible  world  as 
opposed  to  the  sensible  world. 

We  must  remember  that  we  have  not  here  a  demonstration 
addressed  to  reason,  but  simply  a  postulate  that  is  demanded 
by  practical  necessity,  an  act  of  faith,  but  of  a  faith  that  is 
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"  purely  rational."  It  is  the  consequence  of  our  needs  and  of 
our  interests.  Speculative  reason  can  only  yield  hypotheses  ; 
but  the  demands  of  practical  reason  are  postulates.  It  is  a 
consequence  that  flows  from  'duty.'  The  good  man  can 
say  :  "  I  will  that  there  be  a  God."  In  this  instance  alone 
my  judgment  is  inevitably  determined  by  my  interest. 

Fichte  arid  Schelling  :   Different  Forms  of  Pantheism. 

Fichte,  who  was  the  greatest  of  Kant's  disciples,  did 
not  accept  the  practical  theology  of  his  master,  at  least  as 
consequent  or  dependent  upon  morality,  for  he  identifies  it 
with  morality  itself.  Later,  he  went  further  than  Kant  in  the 
opposite  direction,  and  transformed  this  moral  theology  into  a 
mystic  theology  which  he  borrowed  from  the  Alexandrians. 
Such  are  the  two  phases  in  Fichte's  religious  philosophy. 

In  his  first  work,  on  account  of  which  he  was  accused  of 
atheism,  and  which  was  entitled  On  the  Belief  in  a  Divine 
Government  of  the  World  (1798),  Fichte  reproduces  Kant's 
criticism  of  the  proofs  of  the  existence  of  God.  Demonstra- 
tion, he  says,  does  not  produce  faith,  it  is  faith  that  gives 
rise  to  demonstration.  He  accepts,  above  the  sensible 
and  phenomenal  world,  only  an  intelligible  world  or  moral 
order  in  which  the  divine  resides.  To  act  as  we  ought 
without  thought  of  the  consequences,  that  is  the  divine 
for  us.  To  act  in  view  only  of  the  happy  or  unhappy 
consequences  of  our  acts  is  atheism.  Faith  in  the  moral  order 
is  the  whole  of  religion.  This  active  and  living  moral  order  is 
itself  God.  We  need  not  go  beyond  this  moral  order  nor 
accept  a  moral  being  as  its  cause.  This  order  is  in  itself 
the  absolutely  first,  das  absolut  Erste.  Morality  and  religion 
are  absolutely  identical.  Religion  without  morality  is  super- 
stition. Morality  without  religion  is  empty.  He  who  believes 
in  duty  believes  in  God,  and  already  participates  in  the  life 

eternal. 

Thus  Fichte  did  away  with  the  last  vestiges  of  moral  theo- 
logy which  still  remained  in  Kant's  theory,  and  put  in  their 
place,  as  has  been  said,  a  kind  of  moral  pantheism  or  idealistic 
Spinozism,  in  which  moral  laws  take  the  place  of  the  natural 
laws.  In  his  reply  to  the  accusation  of  atheism,  he  retorts  by 
saying    that    it    is   his    opponents  who   are   atheists.      "Our 
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idealistic  doctrines  alone  are  capable  of  bringing  about  a 
revival  of  religious  feeling,  and  of  enabling  men  to  penetrate 
into  the  true  essence  of  the  Christian  religion." 

Later,  Fichte  no  longer  restricted  the  notion  of  God  to  the 
moral  order,  but,  on  the  contrary,  absorbing  the  moral  order  in 
the  Divine  Being,  made  the  supreme  beatitude  lie  in  the  union 
of  the  soul  with  the  absolute  One. 

"  Blessedness  consists  in  union  with  God,  the  One  and  Absolute.  We, 
however,  in  our  unalterable  nature,  are  but  Knowledge,  Representation, 
Conception  ;  and  even  in  our  union  with  the  Infinite  One,  this  the  essential 

'  form  of  our  Being,  cannot  disappear.  Even  in  our  union  with  him  he 
does  not  become  our  own  Being  ;  but  he  floats  before  us  as  something 
foreign  to  and  outside  of  ourselves,  to  which  we  can  only  devote  ourselves 
by  clinging  to  him  with  earnest  love.  He  floats  before  us,  as  in  himself 
without  form  or  substance,  without  on  our  part  a  definite  conception  or 
knowledge  of  his  inward  essential  nature,  but  yet  as  that  through  which 
alone    we   can   think   or   comprehend   either  ourselves   or    our    World. 

'  Neither  after  our  union  with  God  is  the  world  lost  to  us  :  it  only 
assumes  a  new  significance.  .  .  .  The  Divine  Existence  is  absolutely 
through  itself,  and,  of  necessity.  Light,  namely,  inward  and  spiritual 
Light.  This  Light,  left  to  itself,  separates  and  divides  itself  into  an 
infinite  multiplicity  of  individual  rays  ;  and  in  this  way,  in  these 
individual  rays,  becomes  estranged  from  itself  and  its  original  source. 
But  this  same  Light  may  also  again  concentrate  itself  from  out  this 
separation  and  conceive  and  comprehend  itself  as  One,  as  that  which 
it  is  in  itself,  the  Existence  and  Revelation  of  God  "  {Doctrine  of  Religion, 
Lecture  V). 

Thus,  Fichte's  Moral  pantheism  ended  in  a  Metaphysical 
pantheism,  which  bears  a  strong  resemblance  to  that  of 
Plotinus.  The  moral  order  is  merged  in  the  Being  of  which 
the  human  mind  is  the  consciousness  and  the  revelation  ; 
the  Holy,  the  Beautiful,  and  the  Good  are  an  immediate 
manifestation  in  us  of  the  essence  of  God.  Fichte  thought 
that  this  was  the  true  interpretation  of  the  gospel  according 

to  St.  John. 

Schelling's  theology  is,  like  Fichte's,  an  Idealistic  pantheism, 
in  which  God  is  all  and  the  world  nothing.  This  pantheism 
would  seem  to  be,  as  was  said  of  Spinoza,  and  as  Fichte  said 
of  himself,  aœsmism  (negation  of  the  world)  rather  than  atheism. 
Like  every  other  pantheism,  Schelling's  doctrine  consisted  in 
transferring  to  finite  things  the  qualities  of  the  infinite. 
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But  what  is  peculiar  to  Schelling  is  the  revival  of  the  old 
doctrine  of  a  descent,  which  he  borrowed  from  the  Alexandrians, 
or  rather,  perhaps,  from  the  Gnostic  sects.  Schelling  asks  how 
the  finite  can  come  out  of  the  infinite,  and  examines  not  only 
the  mystery  of  creation  but  even  that  of  the  incarnation. 
"  The  finite  cannot  come  out  of  the  infinite  by  way  of  degra- 
dation and  diminution."  Between  the  divine  perfection  and 
the  phenomenal  world  there  lies  an  abyss  which  is  a  veritable 
non-being.  Schelling  thinks  that  the  origin  of  the  finite  can 
only  be  conceived  as  a  leap  (saltiis),  a  complete  rupture  with 
the  Absolute  (ein  Vollkommenes  Erbrechen\  a  kind  of  falling 
away  or  defection  from  the  Absolute  {in  einer  Entfern- 
ung,  einem  Ah/all  von  dem  Ahsoluten)}  and  so  Schelling  tells  ' 
us  that  the  phenomenal  world  has  only  an  indirect  relation  to 
the  Absolute.  No  finite  thing  can  arise  immediately  out  of  the 
Absolute,  and  yet  this  fall  is  itself  absolute  and  comes  from  the 
Absolute.  Who  could  understand  the  meaning  of  such  contra- 
dictory assertions  ?  And  in  what  are  they  more  intelligible 
than  the  dogma  of  creation  ? 

Thus,  if  there  is  evil  in  the  world,  it  is  the  world's  own 
fault,  and  so  much  the  worse  for  it.  Why  did  it  desire  to 
become  the  world  instead  of  remaining  in  the  bosom  of  God? 
In  reality,  this  doctrine  amounts  to  the  dualism  of  the  ancients;  . 
for  if  the  world  separated  itself  from  God,  it  must  have  had 
already  an  independent  existence  in  God;  for  it  is  not  com- 
prehensible that  God  would  revolt  against  Himself  and  that 
one  part  of  His  being  would  aspire  after  an  independent 
life  and  play  the  part  of  a  sham  absolute,  instead  of  remaining 
united  with  the  true  absolute  of  which  it  was  an  essential  part. 
In  his  final  philosophical  system,  which  he  himself  called  a 
Positive  Philosophy,  and  set  forth  in  two  great  works,  The 
Philosophy  of  Mythology  and  The  Philosophy  of  Revelation, 
Schelling's  chief  anxiety  is  to  separate  himself  from  Hegel's 

1  It  must  be  clearly  understood  that  this  is  not  a  falling  on  the  part  of  the 
Absolute  itself,  for  in  that  case  the  genitive  would  be  used  in  German,  des 
Abmluten.  It  is  a  fall,  a  leap  from  the  Absolute.  But  then,  what  is  it  that  . 
falls,  what  is  it  that  leaps  away,  since  it  is  not  the  Absolute,  and  the  Absolute 
alone  exists?  It  would  seem  as  if  it  were  another  absolute  which  is  separated 
from  the  first  as  its  image,  without,  however,  having  any  reality.  The  type  of 
this  fall,  says  Schelling,  is  Fichte's  Ego  positting  itself.  It  is  not  only  a  fact 
{Thatsache)  but  an  activity  {Thathandlung). 
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logical  pantheism.  He  does  not  go  back  on  his  earlier 
Philosophy,  but  he  calls  it  a  negative  Philosophy,  based 
only  on  the  principle  of  the  understanding,  and  he  pro- 
poses another  founded  on  the  principle  of  the  will.  He 
does  not,  however,  renounce  what  he  calls  monism,  that  is, 
the  doctrine  of  the  unity  of  substance,  but  he  re-establishes 
the  notion  of  the  Divine  Personality.  Hartmann  calls 
his  system  the  pantheism  of  personality,  personalistischer 
pantheismus. 

HegeVs  Theology. 

Hegel's  philosophy  of  religion  is  so  much  an  element  of  his 
cenerri  system  that  it  is  not  easy  to  consider  it  apart.     The 
predominating  conception  in  this  theodicy,  if  one  may  so  call 
it  is  that  of  God  as  not  only  the  Universal  Bemg  m  itself, 
Substance,  but  also  and  above  all,  spirit,  absolute  Spirit.     He 
objects  to  Spinoza's  conception  of  God  as  substance,  as  being 
inferior  and  inadequate.     Substance  is  a  moment  of  thought, 
.    but  not  thought  in  its  totality.     God  is,  then,  Spirit,  but  what 
is    spirit?       It   is    this    that    is    difficult    to  determine.     As 
it  has  been  said  of  Fichte,  that  his  system  is  a  moral  pan- 
theism ;  so  we  may  call  Hegel's  system  a  logical  pantheism, 
a  v(^nlogism.     For  Hegel,  all   reality  is   ideal.      All  that  is 
rational  is  real  ;  all  that  is  real  is  rational.     But  the  rational 
is   the    principle   of    the   real.      This  principle,  considered    m 
itself  prior  to  any  development,  is  then,  neither  the  One  of 
the  Alexandrians,  nor  Spinoza's  Substance,  nor  the  Monad  of 
Leibnitz.     It  is  the  Idea.     The  Idea   in   itself  is   not   God, 
•    but  only  the   first  logical   reason   of  all  things.     But  it  gets 
out  of  itself,  or  externalizes  itself  (a  process  very  difficult  to 
understand,  and  which  excited  ridicule  on  the  part  of  Schelling, 
although  his  own  theory  of  a  fall  from  the  Absolute  is  not 
much    more  comprehensible)  ;  the  Idea  becoming  other   than 
itself  is  what  we  call  nature  ;  then,  returning  from  nature  to 
itself    it    becomes    what    we     call    spirit.      Spirit     is     thus 
the    reflected    Idea,  the  return    of    the  Idea  upon  itself,  the 
Idea  aware  of  and  knowing  itself;  in  a  word,  the  conscious- 
ness of  the  Idea.     But  God  is  not  only  Spirit,   but  absolute 
Spirit.     He    is    therefore    the    all-knowing    Idea,    pure     and 
absolute  self-consciousness. 
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This  being  Hegel's  definition  of  God,  it  may  be  asked  in 
what  does  his  conception  differ  from  that  of  the  theists, 
from  a  personal  God  ?  For  is  not  consciousness  the  peculiar 
characteristic  of  the  personal  God  ?  But  in  Hegel's  philosophy 
this  absolute  consciousness  of  God  appears  to  exist  only 
in  the  human  mind.  It  would  seem  that,  for  him,  God's 
consciousness  of  Himself  is  nothing  more  than  man's  con- 
sciousness of  God.  It  is  as  man  that  God  is  conscious  of 
Himself.  For  in  his  Philosophy  of  Spirit  Hegel  recognizes 
no  other  form  of  the  Absolute  Spirit  besides  Art,  Religion,  and 
Philosophy,  and  shows  us  nothing  whatever  above  these. 
Finally,  philosophy  itself  passes  through  successive  phases,  of 
which  the  highest  is  the  system  of  Hegel  ;  whence  it  follows 
that  the  highest  consciousness  of  God  is  Hegel's  consciousness  :  ' 
in  fact  Hegel  is  God.  This  is  the  only  logical  conclusion  that 
can  be  drawn  from  this  theodicy.  It  may  be  asked  how  the 
character  of  Absolute  Spirit  can  be  attributed  to  a  mere 
philosophical  opinion  ;  yet  it  is  difficult  to  see  any  other 
meaning  in  Hegel's  philosophy,  and  he  never  gives  us  reason  * 
to  think  that  the  Absolute  Spirit  exists  in  itself,  independently 
of  its  forms.  Thus,  in  Hegel  we  find  once  more  a  system  of 
Pantheism,  but  one  that  is  more  idealistic  and  more  abstract 
than  that  of  Spinoza. 

Schopenhauer  and  Hartmann  :  Pessimism, 

After  the  great  period  of  philosophical  evolution  in 
Germany,  which  began  with  Kant  and  culminated  in 
Hegel,  we  have  only  to  notice  in  connection  with  theodicy 
the  rise  of  pessimism,  due  to  the  school  of  Schopen- 
hauer and  Hartmann.  Like  all  the  Germans,  both  these  . 
philosophers  uphold  the  doctrine  of  immanence,  which  is 
pantheism  ;  but  they  change  its  principle.  In  place  of 
Hegel's  Idea  or  Schelling's  Absolute  we  have,  in  Schopenhauer, 
the  principle  of  Will\  in  Hartmann,  the  principle  of  the 
Unconscious. 

The  transition  from  the  absolute  to  the  relative,  from  the  . 
infinite  to  the  finite,  is  not  any  clearer  on  their  theories  than 
on   those   of   their  predecessors.     With   Hegel   the  Idea  ex- 
ternalized itself;   with  Schopenhauer   Will  objectivizes  itself. 
Ihe    difference    is    merely    verbal,    and   it   is   not    here   that 
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the  originality  of  Schopenhauer  and  Hartmann  lies   but  prm- 
cipally  in  their  substitution  of  pessimism  for  optimism.     Why 
doi  the  will  objectivize  itself  ?     Why  does  it  produce   the 
Sion  which  wi  call  the  world?     Of  this  we  are  in  com- 
plete ignorance.     AU  we  know  by  experience,  and  for  certain, 
rït^this  world  is  a  bad  dream,  "  the  worst  of  all  possib^ 
worlds"       Optimism,    says    Schopenhauer,   is    the    greatest 
rubSh  that  'has  yet  been  invented  by   professors  o    philo- 
sophy ^     Not  only  is  the  testimony  of  experience  in  favour  ot 
pessLsm,  but  so  is  that  of  reason  also.     Will  invo  ves  eftor  . 
and  effort  is  painful  ;   to  will  is  to  suffer,  to  will  is  to  be, 
therefore  the  whole  of  life  is  suffering. 

"The  act  of  willing,  and  effort,  which  is  its  essence,  are  like 
an  insatiable  thirst.  Life  is  but  a  struggle  for  existence  with 
the  certainty  of  being  conquered.  To  wiU  withou  motive 
forever  suffering,  forever  striving,  then  to  die,  and  so  on  to 
century  after  century,  until  the  crust  cf  this  planet  of  ours 

crumbles  away,  this  is  Life."  n^r.rr^an 

While    these    pessimistic    theories    were   leading    German 
thought,  not  only  from  theism,  but  from  even  the  optimistic 
panthei;m    of    the    great    school    of    Schelhng   and    Hege^ 
Buchner  in  his  return  to  the  atheistic  materialism  of  the  18th 
century  'represented  a  complete  and  abrupt  break  with  these 
schools      The  author  of  Force  and   Matter^   like  the   ancient 
Epicureans,  attacked  the  doctrine  of  final  causes  :  the  existence 
of    rregularities   in  creation,    of   useless    or    ^armW    organj 
^f  monstrosities,  all  seemed  to  him  to  prove  ^^-^}^^^^^ 
forces    of    matter    have    given    birth    to    innumerable    forms 
among  which  the  only  ones  to  survive  were  the-  wh.ch  we^ 
appropriate  to  their  circumstances  and  to  the  conditions  of  their 
environment.     It  seemed  as  if  the  great  effort  of  Cri  ical  and 
Idealistic  Pbilosophy,  which  lasted  ^-^  ^anVo  Hegel^^^^^^ 
ao  for  nothing,  seeing  that  German  thought^  had  ended    by 
feturning  purely  and  simply  to  Baron  Holbach  and  his  System 
of  Nature  (see  Janet's  Matérialisme  contemporain). 

lit  iB  unfortunate  for  this  piece  of  witticism  that  the  modem  inventors  of 
j:i:1::^:i.^^^  and  Malebranche,  neither  of  whom  w-  a^P^^^^^^^^^^ 
Philosophy  any  more  than  were  Pope,  who  expresses  this  doctrme  in  verse, 
and  J.  J.  Rousseau,  who  defended  it  against  \  oltaire. 
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Scottish  Fhilosophy  :  Hamilton  and  Mansel  ;  Religious 
Criticism. 

In  England  and  Scotland  the  philosophy  of  religion  con- 
tinued, as  in  the  18  th  century,  to  furnish  a  large  number  of 
works  on  natural  theology  based  on  the  doctrine  of  final 
causes  as  supported  by  examples  borrowed  from  science. 
These  attempts  contained  nothing  new  (see  Remusat,  La 
Philosophie  religieuse  en  Angleterre). 

Of  much  greater  interest  is  the  philosophy  of  Hamilton,  who 
aimed  at  demolishing,  by  means  of  the  Kantian  criticism,  all 
claims  on  the  part  of  metaphysics  to  act  as  a  support  of 
Christian  theology.  His  was  a  kind  of  theological  scepticism 
not  unlike  that  with  which  Pascal  has  been  reproached. 
According  to  Hamilton,  not  only  was  Kant's  criticism 
successful  in  demonstrating  the  antinomies  of  rational  cos- 
mology and  the  paralogism  of  rational  theology,  but  this 
principle  was  not  carried  far  enough  ;  for  it  preserved  the  idea 
of  the  Absolute  as  an  idea,  and  as  a  regulative  principle 
of  reason.  Hamilton  objects  to  this  concession,  and  reproaches 
Kant  with  not  having  completely  eliminated  the  concept  of  the 
Absolute  ;  and  he  asserts,  as  a  consequence  of  the  Kantian 
critique,  the  doctrine  of  a  wise  ignorance.  Cognoscendo  ignorare, 
et  ignorando  cognoscere.  Quaedam.  nescire  magna  pars  est 
sapientiae.  He  even  applies  this  doctrine  to  the  idea  of  God, 
and  quotes  these  words  of  an  old  philosopher  :  "  a  God  under- 
stood would  be  no  God  at  all." 

Like  Kant,  but  with  even  more  precision,  Hamilton  points 
out  the  contradictions  involved  in  the  ideas  of  the  Absolute 
and  the  Infinite.  But  while  he  excludes  God  from  real 
knowledge,  he  regards  Him  as  an  object  of  Faith.  "By  a 
wonderful  revelation  we  are  thus  in  the  very  consciousness  of 
our  inability  to  conceive  aught  above  the  relative  and  finite, 
inspired  with  a  belief  in  the  existence  of  something  uncon- 
ditioned beyond  the  sphere  of  all  comprehensible  reality" 
{Discussions:  Philosophy  of  the  Unconditioned,  p.  15). 

Mansell,  a  disciple  of  Hamilton,  carried  his  master's 
doctrine  much  further,  and  made  use  of  it  especially  in  defence 
of  the  mysteries  of  the  Christian  religion.  His  conclusion  is, 
that  we  must  not  measure  God's  attributes,  and  above  all  His 
mercy  and  justice,  by  human  attributes.     "  It  is  impossible  to 
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"^ount  for  every  phenomenon  if  we  represent  God  to  ourselves 
according    to    the    standards    of   our  philosophy  and   merely 
human  morality.  Sin.  physical  pain,  the  misfortunes  of  the  good, 
the  prosperity  of  the  wicked,  all  these  are  facts  which  can  no 
doubt  be  reconciled,  though   we  know   not  how,  with   Gods 
infinite  goodness,  but  only  on  condition  that  the  type  of  this 
goodness  is  not  the  goodness  of  man."      Whence  he  concludes 
that  God's  attributes  are  not  only  different  in  degree  but  also 
in  essence,  from  our  human  attributes.     If  a  child  may  be 
mistaken  in  his  judgments  of  the  actions  of  men,  a  fortwn 
man  may  be  mistaken  when  he  judges  the  actions  of  God 
To  this  theory  Stuart  Mill  replies,  with  some  reason  it  would 
seem  that  there  mav  no  doubt  be  limiting  conditions  of  which 
we  are  ignorant  ;  ne^^ertheless,  either  we  mean  nothing  when  we 
speak  of  the  divine  goodness  or  any  other  divine  attribute  or 
we  understand  by  this  term  something  that  is  substantially  the 
same  as  that  which  we  call  goodness.     While  it  may  therefore 
be  admitted  that  in  all  religion,  whether  natural  or  revealed, 
there  is  besides  the  part  attributed  to  knowledge,  a  very  large 
element  of  belief,  at  the  same  time  where  there  is  no  know- 
'  ledge  there  can  be  no  belief.      For  what.  Mill  truly  remarks 
would  be  belief  in  something  that  was  absolutely  unknown  and 
incomprehensible,  as,  for  example,  if  I  were  told  to  believe  that 
Humpty  Dumpty  is  an  Abracadabra  ?      The  attempt  to  found 
religious  belief  upon  ignorance  is  therefore,  according  to  Mill, 
as  vain  as  it  is  dangerous. 

Auguste  Comte:   The  Lato  of  the  Three  Stages;   The  Beligwn 
of  Humanity, 

In  the  opinion  of  Auguste  Comte,  the  founder  of  Positivism, 
the  religious  idea  is  only  one  phase  of  human  thought  and  it 
is  the  first  The  human  mind  passes  through  three  different 
stages:  the  theological,  the  metaphysical  and  the  scientific 
stage  Hence  three  methods,  and  three  Philosophies.  In  the 
theological  stage  the  human  mind  directs  its  attention  wholly  to 
the  inner  nature  of  beings,  to  first  and  final  causes,  and  conceives 
phenomena  as  produced  by  the  direct  and  continuous  action  ot 
a  larger  or  smaller  number  of  supernatural  agents,  by  whose 
arbitrary  intervention  all  the  apparent  anomalies  m  the  world 
can  be  explained.     The  metaphysical  stage  is  the  one  m  which 
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the  mind  replaces  the  supernatural  agents  by  hypostasized 
abstractions,  such  as  causes,  substances,  essences,  soul,  God,  free 
will,  etc.  The  positive  stage,  finally,  consists  in  abandoning 
the  search  of  the  Absolute,  in  putting  aside  questions  of  origin, 
and  in  confining  ourselves  to  the  observation  of  phenomena 
and  of  their  invariable  relations.  This  last  stage  is  the 
final  stage  of  mankind  ;  consequently,  the  religious  attitude 
of  mind  and  also  every  religious  idea  must  disappear. 
Auguste  Comte  does  not  ignore  the  services  rendered  to  the 
human  mind  by  religious  ideas  whether  in  the  theological  or 
metaphysical  form,  but  he  holds  that  this  order  of  ideas  has 
passed  away  and  yielded  its  place  to  positive  science. 

Such  were  the  views  of  Auguste  Comte  in  the  first  period 
of  his  philosophy,  but  this  philosophy  underwent  a  consider- 
able modification,  and  in  its  second  phase  showed  itself  in  a 
completely  different  light.  His  object  now  was  not  to  do 
away  for  ever  with  the  religious  element,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
to  satisfy  this  element  by  a  transformation  which  would  bring 
it  into  harmony  with  modern  thought.  This  second  phase  is 
what  Auguste  Comte  calls  the  subjective  phase  of  positivism, 
and  it  rests  not  on  reason,  but  on  feeling.  Hence  a  new 
religion,  the  positivist  religion,  the  religion  of  humanity. 

"  In  the  religion  of  A.  Comte  (Ravaisson,  Philosophic  du 
dix-neuvième  siècle)  there  is  no  God  and  there  is  no  soul,  at  least 
no  immortal  soul.  Humanity  is  the  Supreme  Being.  Comte 
calls  it  the  Grand  Être,  The  Grand  Être  has  for  its  origin 
the  world,  the  common  source  of  all  beings,  which  Comte  calls 
the  Grand  Fétiche,  The  world  is  in  space,  which  in  its  turn  is 
the  Grand  Milieu,  The  great  Environment  (milieu),  the  great 
Fetiche,  the  great  Being  constitute  the  positivist  trinity.  The 
Grand  Fétiche,  in  order  to  give  birth  to  the  Great  Being,  reduced, 
lowered,  and  sacrificed  itself,  and  we  owe  to  it  a  cult  of  grati- 
tude. But  it  is,  above  all,  humanity  that  represents  divine 
perfection,  and  in  humanity  it  is  woman  that  should  be  the 
object  of  worship.  This  cult  is  the  commemoration  of  the 
dead,  and  more  especially  of  those  women  who  have  realized 
the  ideal  of  self-devotion  and  tenderness  ;  and  in  this  remem- 
brance immortality  lies. 

Such  a  religion  was  hardly  more  than  a  return  to  paganism  ; 
except  for  the  worship  of  woman,  which  was  borrowed  from 
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^ristianity.  But  however  crude,  and  however  unphilosophical 
it  may  have  been,  this  religion  of  A.  Comte  is  sufficient  to  dis- 
prove the  law  according  to  which  the  religious  idea  presents  a 
lower  stage  in  the  evolution  of  man. 

Herhert  Sperwn-  :  The  Doctriiu  of  Evolution  ;  The  Beligwn 
of  the  Unknoivablc. 

The  philosophy  of  Herbert  Spencer,  which,  though  i^t  denied 
its  origin,  was  really  a  branch  of  positivism^a  branch,  however 
that  was  so  fully  developed  as  to  become  itself  a  stem,  one  might 
almost  say  a  wide-spreading  tree-oflers,  like  that  of  Auguste 

Comte,  two  theories  of  religion.  r       •  ^      ^  ^o 

According  to   Herbert   Spencer,  the  realm  of  existence  is 
divided  into  two  regions  :  the  knowable  and  the  unknowable. 
The  knowable  is  the  sole  object  of  science,  but  beyond  the 
realm  of  knowledge  there  is  the  unknowable,  concerning  which 
we  only  know  one  thing,  that  it  is.     There  are  therefore  two 
doctrines  of  religion,  one  of  which  starts  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  knowable,  and  the  other  from  the  point  of  view 
of  the   unknowable.      From  the  point  of  view  of  the  know- 
able,  religion,  like  all   the   facts   that    go    to    make    up    the 
universe,  must  be  explained  by  facts,  and  made  subject  to  the 
law  of  evolution,  according  to  which  all  thmgs  begin  in  an 
elementary  fact,  which,  by  a  necessary  aggregation  of  different 
elements  grouped  around  it,  finally  becomes  an  increasingly 
complicated  whole.      The   elementary  fact,  Herbert    Spencer 
says,  from  which  religion  originally  springs  is  what  ^a  ^alh  a 
man's  "  double,"  the  appearance   of  a  thmg  itself   and  of  its 
image^of  one  who  sees  himself  in  the  water,  or  in  dreams,  or 
who  sees  in  dreams  people  who  no  longer  exist  ;  the  fact  that 
a  person  is  followed  by  his  shadow,  and  that  the  souls  of  the 
dead  are  represented  to  us  as  shades.    This  same  fact  was 
employed  as  an  explanation  of  religion  by  the  Epicureans.. 

This  double  is  what  we  call  a  Spirit  ;  and,  by  generalization, 
everything  has  its  double,  and  there  are  spirits  everywhere. 
Gradually  these  spirits  form  hierarchies,  groups  and  series,  and 
become  gods.  Finally,  they  are  made  subordinate  to  a  single 
spirit,  which  begins  by  being  the  highest  God,  and  finally  be- 
comes  the  only  God.  The  most  spiritual  form  of  monotheism 
is  only  a  subtle  transformation  of  the  naïve  theology  of  savages. 
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It  would  seem  then  that  on  this  theory  religion  is  nothing 
more  than  superstition. 

But  through  another  aspect  of  this  doctrine,  Herbert 
Spencer  thinks  he  has  found  the  legitimate  basis  of  the 
religious  feeling.  This  feeling  is  profoundly  rooted  in  human 
nature,  and  is  in  its  essence  the  veneration,  the  respect,  or 
attraction  even,  which  we  feel  for  all  that  is  higher  than  our- 
selves. 

"The  belief  in  the  omnipresence  of  something  which  is  beyond  our 
intelligence  is  the  most  abstract  of  all  beliefs  and  one  which  all  religions 
possess  in  common.  This  belief  has  nothing  to  fear  from  the  most  in- 
exorable logic.  Here  then  is  an  ultimate  truth  of  the  utmost  possible 
certainty,  a  truth  upon  which  all  religions  are  agreed,  and  which  is  also 
in  agreement  with  science.  For  the  power  of  which  the  universe  is  the 
manifestation  is  impenetrable." 

From  this  elevated  standpoint,  Herbert  Spencer  attacks  the 
religion  of  the  positivists,  the  worship  of  great  men,  the 
religion  of  humanity. 

But  how  can  these  two  theories  be  reconciled  when,  accord- 
ing to  the  one,  religion  is  a  mere  superstition,  and,  according  to 
the  other,  is  what  is  most  deeply  rooted  in  the  human  mind  ? 
Can  a  superstition,  that  is  to  say  a  delusion,  evolve  into  a 
religion  which  is  true  ? 

"But  how  can  such  a  final  consciousness  of  tlie  Unknowable,  thus 
tacitly  alleged  to  be  true,  be  reached  by  successive  modifications  of  a 
conception  which  was  utterly  untrue  ?  The  ghost-theory  of  the  savage 
is  baseless.  ...  Is  not  the  developed  and  purified  conception  reached 
by  pushing  the  proce^'S  to  its  limits  a  fiction  also  1  Surely  if  the  primitive 
belief  was  absolutely  false  all  derived  beliefs  must  be  absolutely  false" 
{Nineteenth  Century  Review,  Jan.  1887). 

Herbert  Spencer's  reply  to  this  objection  is,  substantially, 
that  in  his  principle  the  earliest  conceptions  were  not  abso- 
lutely false,  but  contained  the  germ  of  a  truth,  namely,  that  the 
force  which  manifests  itself  in  consciousness  is  only  a  different 
form  of  the  force  that  manifests  itself  outside  consciousness. 

"  Every  voluntary  act  yields  to  the  primitive  man  proof  of  a  source  of 
energy  within  him.  .  .  .  That  internal  energy  which  in  the  experiences 
of  the  primitive  man  was  always  the  immediate  antecedent  of  changes 
wrought  by  him— that  energy  which,  when  interpreting  external  changes, 
he  thought  of  along  with  those  attributes  of  a  human  personality  connected 
with  it  in  himself,  is  the  same  energy  which,  freed  from  anthropomorphic 
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accorapaniments  it  now  figured  as  the  cause  of  all  external  phenomena. 
The  last  stage  reached  is  recognition  of  the  truth  that  force,  as  it  exists 
beyond  consciousness,  cannot  be  like  what  we  know  as  force  within  con- 
sciousness,  and  that  yet,  as  either  is  capable  of  generating  the  other,  they 
must  be  different  modes  of  the  same  thing.  Consequently,  the  final  out- 
come of  that  speculation  commenced  by  the  primitive  man,  is  that  the 
power  manifested  throughout  the  Universe  distinguished  as  material,  is 
the  same  power  which  in  ourselves  wells  up  under  the  form  of  conscious- 
ness" {Ibid.  Js^n.  1884). 

The    French    Spiritualistic    School:    Victor    Cousin;    Emile 
Saisset  :  Spiritualistic  Theism, 

The  French  spiritualistic  school  of  the  beginning  of  the  19th 
century,  being  at  first  especially  occupied  with  a  criticism  of 
sensationalism  and  the  demonstration  of  the  existence  of  pure 
reason,  naturally  did  not  devote  much  attention  to  theodicy 
proper.  Indeed  we  find  no  theological  theories  in  the  writings 
of  either  Royer-Collard  or  Jouffroy.  In  Cousin,  however,  we  see 
the  theory  of  pure  reason  pass  rapidly  from  a  psychological  to  a 
metaphysical  form,  carrying  away  its  author  more  or  less  un- 
consciously in  the  train  of  German  thought,  in  the  direction 
of  a  pantheistic  theism.  Hence  a  certain  number  of  formulae 
which  have  been  interpreted  in  a  pantheistic  sense  :  "  A  God 
without  a  world  is  as  incomprehensible  as  a  world  without  a 
God."  "  Creation  is  not  only  possible,  but  necessary."  "  God 
is  at  once  God,  nature,  and  humanity." 

But  on  the  other  hand,  following  in  the  footsteps  of  Kant 
and  of  Maine  de  Biran,  Victor  Cousin  always  adhered  to  and 
strenuously  upheld  the  principle  of  human  personality.  How  was 
this  principle  to  be  reconciled  with  that  of  universal  identity  ? 
This  consideration,  together  with  the  fear  of  the  consequences 
which  the  pantheistic  conception  seemed  to  involve,  induced 
Cousin  to  alter  his  philosophy  in  the  direction  of  the  Cartesian 
spiritualism  and  Leibnitzian  theodicy.  But  it  was  by  means 
of  corrections  and  modifications  of  the  text,  rather  than  by  a 
genuine  development,  that  this  new  phase  in  Cousin's  philo- 
sophy manifested  itself. 

The  task  which  Cousin  had  not  time  to  accomplish  himself, 
the  foundation,  that  is,  of  a  spiritualistic  theodicy  forming  an 
organized  system,  was  undertaken  by  his  disciple,  Emile 
Saisset,  in  a  work  entitled  Essai  de  philosophie  religieuse  (1858). 
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The  principal  object  of  this  book  is  to  defend  theistic  against 
pantheistic  notions,  and  the  doctrine  of  the  divine  personality  as 
opposed  to  that  of  the  impersonal  God  of  the  German  philoso- 
phers. Emile  Saisset,  like  Descartes,  proves  the  existence  of 
God  by  our  conception  of  a  perfect  being.  The  imperfect 
cannot  exist  through  itself — imperfection  being  only  lack  of 
existence,  how  can  it  contain  within  itself  the  cause  of  exist- 
ence ?  This  cause  must  lie  in  the  Being  in  whom  nothing  is 
wanting  ;  in  other  words,  in  the  perfect  Being. 

But  might  not  this  notion  of  a  perfect  Being  be  a  simple 
ideal  conceived  by  the  mind?  No!  for  where  could  a  finite 
mind  have  found  the  material  of  this  ideal  ?  The  perfect 
Being,  or  God,  is  therefore  the  immediate  object  of  an  intuition 
which  includes  at  once  two  correlative  terms:  the  finite  and 
the  infinite,  the  perfect  and  the  imperfect.  The  different  proofs 
of  the  existence  of  God  are  merely  analyses  of  this  primitive 
intuition. 

God  being  the  necessary  condition  of  our  existence,  the  next 
question  is  whether  such  a  Being  is  comprehensible  to  human 
reason.  The  answer  is,  that  He  both  is  and  is  not.  In  one 
sense  He  is  not  comprehensible,  for  to  understand  is  to  explain 
things  by  their  essence  :  to  understand  God  would  be  to  explain 
God,  to  know  why  He  is,  and  that  is  impossible.  No  doubt  it 
is  repugnant  to  our  intelligence,  given  the  existence  of  the 
world,  to  deny  God  ;  but  it  is  not  repugnant  to  it  to  deny  the 
existence  of  both  God  and  the  world.  I  can  conceive,  says 
Saisset,  as  a  possibility,  that  there  may  be  nothing,  absolutely 
nothing,  no  being,  nor  even  an  illusion  of  being.  The  saying 
that  God  exists  through  Himself  should  be  understood  nega- 
tively in  the  sense  that  He  does  not  require  any  cause  for  His 
existence  ;  but  not  in  the  sense  that  He  is  properly  speaking 
cause  of  Himself,  for  in  that  case  He  would  be  both  cause  and 
effect.  Furthermore,  to  say,  as  do  Descartes  and  Bossuet,  that 
His  perfection  is  His  ratio  essendi  is  to  assume  that  an  ideal 
essence  can  be  the  cause  of  a  real  existence.  Thus  Saisset  does 
not  accept  the  a  priori  or  Ontological  proof  of  the  existence  of 
God.  God  is  a  fact,  or  rather  the  necessary  reason  of  a  fact,  of 
our  own  existence,  namely;  but  the  reason  of  this  reason  is 
above  our  comprehension. 

So  much  must  be  admitted  as  true  in  the  criticisms  of  Kant 
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and  Hamilton.  But  this  does  not  mean  that  God  is  absolutely 
incomprehensible  and  entirely  beyond  our  reach,  for  there  is  a 
link  between  God  and  man,  seeing  that  God,  whatever  may  be  His 
unfathomable  essence,  nevertheless  manifests  Himself.  "  Smce 
we  rise  up  to  Him  through  the  medium  of  the  world,"  it  must  be 
that  He  has  put  something  of  Himself  into  the  world.  There- 
fore, at  least  through  the  point  of  contact  in  which  He  has 
communicated  His  essence  to  creatures,  the  latter  are  able  to 
apprehend,  to  dimly  see  Him. 

Here  we  come  upon  a  fresh  problem  :  we  have  asked  why 
there  is  a  God,  and  we  have  now  to  ask  why  there  is  a  world  ? 
Why  could  not  God  have  remained  in  contemplation  of  Him- 
self ?     There  are  two  hypotheses  both  equally  untenable  :  Is  the 
world  in  relation  to  God  a  limit  or  an  eœtemion  ?     Not  a  limit, 
for  then  God  would  be  limiting  Himself.    Nor  is  it  an  extension, 
for  in  that  case  God  would  have  required  the  world,  and  would 
not  be  perfect  without   it.     These  two  hypotheses  being  set 
aside,  there  remains  a  third,  in  which  the  world  is  a  manifesta- 
tion, an  expression,  an  image  of  God  ;  it  neither  adds  nor  takes 
anything  away  from  the  Divine  Being,  but  is  a  reflection  of 
Him.     Time  is  the  image  of  eternity.  Place  is  the  image  of 
immensity,  the  Many   is   the   image  of   the   One.     What  is 
scattered  and  multiplied  in  the  world,  is  one  and  concentrated 
in  the  Divine.     But  why  not  say  with  the  Pantheists  that  the 
world  is  God's  mode  of  existence,  that  it  forms  part  of  His 
essence  ?    Saisset  confronts  pantheism  with  a  dilemma  to  which, 
as  far  as  we  know,  no  answer  has  yet  been  found.     If  the  world 
and  God  are  one,  there  are  only  two  alternatives  :  either  God  is 
absorbed  in  the  world,  and  then  we  have  no  longer  pantheism 
but  atheism  ;  or  the  world  is  absorbed  in  God,  which  is  not 
pantheism  either,  but  mysticism,  or  the  theory  of  the  Nirvana. 
In  the  first  case  God  is  nothing,  for  He  is  nature  ;  in  the  second 
case  the  world,  nature,  life,  the  family,  the  fatherland,  freedom, 
science,  all  vanish  like  shadows  in  the  great  universal  void. 

Moreover,  how,  without  contradiction,  can  the  perfect  and 
the  imperfect,  the  finite  and  the  infinite,  be  bound  together  in 
the  same  essence  ?  It  was  considered  contradictory  that  a  God 
who  was  good  should  have  created  a  world  that  is  bad,  and  to 
make  the  thing  clearer,  the  essence  of  the  Divine  Being  himself 
is  attributed  to  this  bad  world. 
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What  is  then  the  link  which  unites  God  to  the  world  ?  It 
is  the  link  of  love  and  of  freedom.  Notwithstanding  the  pro- 
gress made  by  science  in  the  study  of  nature,  it  is  not  proved  that 
the  laws  of  nature  are  mathematically  necessary,  but  rather  that 
they  are  laws  of  agreement  and  harmony.  The  principle  of 
these  laws  is  therefore  a  principle  of  agreement  and  harmony,  of 
love  and  freedom;  in  short,  a  personality.  The  formula  in  which 
Saisset,  like  M.  Ravaisson  in  later  times,  sums  up  his  doctrine, 
and  which  may  be  given  as  the  common  symbol  of  all  the 
spiritualist  schools,  is  this  maxim  of  Maine  de  Biran  :  "  There 
are  two  poles  in  human  science:  the  person  I,  whence  all  things 
radiate,  and  the  person  God,  where  all  things  meet  and  end." 

But  is  personality  reconcilable  with  the  Absolute  and  the 
Infinite  ?  No,  if  by  the  Infinite  we  understand  the  indeter- 
minate. Yes,  if,  on  the  contrary,  we  mean  the  absolutely 
determined.  Saisset  was  particularly  anxious  to  refute  the 
axiom  of  the  Pantheists  :  omnis  determinatio  est  negatio. 
According  to  him,  determination  and  negation,  far  from  being 
identical,  are  as  different  as  being  and  non-being.  In  propor- 
tion as  a  being  has  more  or  less  determinations,  that  is  to  say, 
qualities  or  specific  characteristics,  the  higher  or  the  lower  is 
the  rank  it  occupies  in  the  scale  of  existences.  For  among 
beings,  which  is  the  being  that  is  least  real,  least  a  being,  if  not 
the  one  that  is  most  indeterminate  ?  And  which  is  the  most  real, 
the  most  a  being,  the  most  perfect,  if  not  the  being  that  is  most 
determinate,  or  possesses  the  largest  content  ?  In  this  sense 
God    is    the    only    absolutely    determinate     being,     the    only 

complete  being. 

Though  so  strongly  opposed  to  pantheism,  Saisset  yet  retains 
some  of^its  elements.  Inspired  by  an  idea  of  Malebranche's, 
according  to  which  the  Infinite  Being  must  have  an  infinite 
reason  for  creating,  and  the  Infinite  must  in  some  manner 
show  Himself  in  His  work,  Saisset  accepts  with  Leibnitz  the 
eternity  and  the  infinity  of  the  world,  not,  however,  in  the  sense 
of  an  absolute  eternity  and  infinity,  which  belong  to  God  alone, 
but  in  the  sense  of  a  series  which  has  neither  beginning  nor 
end  in  time  and  space.  The  finite  can  express  the  infinite  only 
by  infinitely  multiplying  itself.  The  finite  as  finite  does  not 
stand  to  the  infinite  in  a  rational  relation,  and  has  no  intelli- 
gible proportions  to  it.     But  the  finite  multiplied  to  infinity  : 
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spaces  beyond  spaces,  stars  beyond  stars,  worlds  beyond  worlds, 
that  is  a  true  expression  of  the  infinite  {bth  Meditation), 

Contemporary  Attempts  at  a  Philosophy  of  Religion, 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  dwell  on  the  work  of 
contemporary  living  philosophers.  We  need  merely  remark 
that  M.  Jules  Simon  in  his  work,  Religion  naturelle  (1860), 
Caro  in  his  Idée  de  Dieu  (1866),  Ravaisson  in  his  Rapport 
sur  la  philosophie  du  dix-neuvième  siècle  (1868),  and  finally 
we  ourselves  in  our  Causes  finales  (1876),  have  all,  though 
with  shades  of  difference,  upheld  the  fundamental  idea  of 
Spiritualistic  Theism,  the  idea,  that  is,  of  a  Perfect  Being, 
who  produces  the  world  by  an  act  of  love  and  of  freedom. 

In  a  different  school,  MM.  Vacherot  and  Renan,  the  former  in 
his  Métaphysique  et  la  science,  the  latter  in  his  various  essais  de 
critique  (religious  or  ethical)  maintain  that  God  is  nothing  but  an 
ideal  in  the  human  mind,  an  ideal  which  is  gradually  being 
realized  by  the  world  in  its  indefinite  progress.  Hence  the 
formula,  which  Diderot  had  already  employed:  "Perhaps  one  day 
God  may  be."  We  must  add,  however,  that  in  his  last  work,  Ze 
nouveau  Spiritualisme,  M.  Vacherot  appears  to  have  got  beyond 
this  theory,  and  while  upholding  the  principle  of  immanence,  to 
come  nearer  to  the  theistic  doctrine  ;  for  he  says  that  "  God  is  at 
once  the  creative  and  the  final  cause."  Lastly,  not  to  omit  any 
contemporary  doctrines,  we  must  mention  that  of  M.  Secrétan  of 
Lauzanne,  who  chooses  the  doctrine  of  Descartes  for  his  starting 
point,  and  teaches  that  God  is  absolute  freedom  ;  and  that  of 
M.  Renouvier,  who,  following  in  the  footsteps  of  Kant,  repudiates 
all  metaphysical  investigation  of  this  matter,  and  re-establishes 
the  idea  of  religion  on  practical  grounds. 

Conclusion. 

Such  is  the  history  of  modern  theodicy.  We  may  now  ask, 
what  is  the  future  of  this  science  ?  Speaking  generally,  the 
cause  of  theodicy  is  bound  up  in  that  of  metaphysics.  The 
science  of  God  is  part  of  the  science  of  Being.  If  we  are  not 
to  concern  ourselves  any  more  with  causes  and  ends,  we  have 
no  occasion  to  seek  for  the  ultimate  cause  or  the  ultimate  end 
of  things.  Religion  may  subsist  as  a  supernatural  fact  ;  it  will 
no  longer  have  any  place  in  science. 
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But  such  a  complete  disappearance  of  metaphysics  is 
extremely  improbable.  Every  time  that  metaphysics  has  been 
attacked  and  apparently  demolished,  it  has  been  found  to  rise 
up  once  more  out  of  its  ashes.  Greek  scepticism  was  followed 
by  the  school  of  Alexandria,  the  scepticism  of  the  sixteenth 
century  by  the  vast  dogmatic  system  of  Descartes,  Voltaire's 
scepticism  and  the  criticism  of  Kant  by  the  great  German 
school  of  Idealism  of  this  century.  After  the  restrictions  of 
the  positivists,  we  have  seen  grow  out  of  that  same  school  the 
great  synthetic  system  of  Herbert  Spencer,  which  has  only  the 
outward  semblance  of  positivism,  and  at  bottom  differs  little 
from  the  ambitious  systems  of  Schelling  and  Spinoza.  Those 
who  declare  that  the  need  for  a  metaphysic  is  no  longer  felt 
speak  for  themselves,  and  do  not  perceive  that  there  are  still  a 
great  many  minds  which  are  less  resigned  than  ever  to 
ignorance  concerning  causes  and  ends. 

As  for  what  concerns  theodicy  proper,  we  may  say  that  the 
progress  accomplished  in  our  century  consists  in  that  the  problem 
of  the  nature  of  God  has  been  more  thoroughly  sifted  than  ever 
before,  while  the  antithesis  between  theism  and  pantheism  has 
been  for  the  first  time  clearly  defined.  The  simplification  of 
the  problem,  the  accurate  estimate  of  the  merits  and  defects  in 
both  the  personalist  and  impersonalist  theories,  has  been  the 
task  accomplished  in  our  century.  The  divers  individual  con- 
ceptions which  have  been  brought  forward,  the  theories  of  the 
Ideal,  of  Evolution,  of  Absolute  Freedom,  are  particular  phases 
of  the  great  problem.  A  science  cannot  be  said  to  have  made 
no  progress  when  it  has  succeeded  in  formulating  more 
consciously  than  hitherto  its  fundamental  problem. 

Is  it  permissible  to  say  that  these  two  supreme  forms  of  the 
religious  idea,  pantheism  and  theism,  may  ultimately  be 
reconciled  ?  We  would  not  venture  to  make  such  an  assertion  ; 
and  yet  it  seems  to  us  that  the  most  eminent  upholders  of 
either  doctrine  in  its  highest  form,  are  inclined  to  employ  a 
common  language.  Are  not  the  divine  omnipresence  which  is 
accepted  by  all  theists,  the  Cartesian  and  even  the  Scholastic 
doctrine  of  a  continuous  creation,  the  concursus  divinus  of  the 
theologians,  the  physical  premotion  of  St.  Thomas  Aquinas 
and  Bossuet,  Malebranche's  vision  in  God — are  not,  I  say,  all 
these  theories  great  concessions  in  the  direction  of  a  certain 
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divine  immanence?  And  does  not  St.  Paul  say:  in  Deo  vivimus,^ 
movemur  et  sîimm?  and  St.  John  irdvTa  air  avrov,  Sia  avrov  Kai 
€^  avTov  ?  What  more  could  be  desired  by  such  pantheists  as 
'  are  not  atheists  ?  And  the  pantheists  themselves,  do  they  in 
their  turn  identify  absolutely  and  without  reservation  the  two 
principles,  God  and  the  world?  Does  not  Spinoza  make  a 
distinction  between  a  natura  naturans  and  a  natura  naturata? 
Does  not  Schelling's  theory  of  a  fall  place  between  the  finite  and 
the  infinite  a  chasm  even  greater  than  that  made  by  the  theory  of 
creation  ?  Is  not  pantheism  brought  even  nearer  to  spiritualism 
when  Hegel  mentions  his  own  saying  that  God  is  spirit  as  the 
chief  progress  made  by  Philosophy,  and  as  the  feature  which 
distinguishes  him  from  Spinoza  ;  and  does  not  Herbert  Spencer 
also  say  that  the  power  which  manifests  itself  outside  conscious- 
ness  is  the    same   as    the    power    which    manifests   itself    in 

consciousness  ? 

It  is  then  not  impossible  to  conceive  that,  leaving  aside  the 
question  of  the  mode  of  manifestation,  that  is  to  say  the  origin 
of  the  world,  there  might  be  brought  about  between  the  two 
doctrines  a  harmony  which  would  consist  in  that,  on  the  one 
hand,  it  would  be  acknowledged  that  the  highest  conceivable 
form  of  the  supreme  principle  is  the  spiritual  form,  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  whole  of  nature  is  animated  and  penetrated 
by  this  principle,  and  that  without  it  and  beyond  it  nothing 
exists.  When  examined  closely  and  more  accurately  defined, 
these  doctrines  would  still  be  found  to  be  at  variance  ;  but  the 
limits  of  the  field  of  discussion  would  be  marked  out  and 
drawn  closer,  which  is  the  only  progress  (and  it  is  a  real 
progress)  that  can  be  expected  in  Philosophy  as  well  as  in  the 
other  sciences  ;  for  not  one  of  them  has  ever  yet  said  the  last 
word  on  any  of  the  problems  with  which  it  is  concerned. 
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On  the  subject  of  a  future  life,  the  beliefs  of  the  ancient 
Greeks  were  extremely  vague.  It  is  true  that  Homer  depicts 
a  kingdom  of  shades  wherein  dwell  the  souls  of  men  after 
death.  But  he  describes  this  kingdom  as  dark  and  gloomy  : 
"  I  should  rather,"  says  Achilles,  "  till  the  ground  under  a 
master  than  rule  over  the  dead." 

Pindar's  conception  of  immortality  was  more  definite  and 
more  spiritual  :  "  In  the  kingdom  below  the  earth  there  is  a 
judge  who  pronounces  an  irrevocable  sentence  on  the  guilty. 
For  the  just,  on  the  other  hand,  a  pleasant  life  is  brightened 
by  the  light  of  the  sun,  and  those  who  have  faithfully  kept 
their  vows  spend  a  peaceful  existence,  free  from  fear" 
(Jules  Girard,  Le  Sentiment  religieux  chez  les  Grecs,  p.  528). 

The  first  among  sages  or  philosophers  to  whom  this  doctrine 
is  ascribed  is  Pherecydes,  who  is  supposed  to  have  been  the 
master  of  Pythagoras,  "  Pherecydes  Syrius  'primus  dixit  animas 
hominum  esse  sempiternas"  (Cic.  Tusc.  I,  16);  and  the 
Pythagorean  school  followed  his  teaching  in  this.  In  the 
other  early  schools  of  Greece,  the  confusion  between  the 
individual  and  the  universal  soul,  between  mind  and  matter, 
was  too  great  for  the  question  to  arise  whether  the  soul  had 
not  a  separate  destiny.  In  Heraclitus,  however,  we  find  some 
vague  and  obscure  utterances  which  touch  on  this  problem  : 
"The  gods,"  he  said,  "are  immortal  men;  men  are  mortal 
gods;  our  life  is  the  death  of  the  gods;  our  death  is  their 
life"  {Frag.  60).  Elsewhere  he  says:  "Death  reserves  for  souls 
that  which  they  neither  hope  for  nor  believe  in"  (Frag,  69). 
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He  promises  to  those  who  die  a  glorious  death  that  they  will 
be  rewarded  {Frag.  120).  Thus  he  appears  to  have  held  that 
those  souls  which  have  deserved  it  return  as  spirits  to  a  purer 
life. 

It  is,  however,  beyond  doubt  that  the  Pythagoreans 
expressly  taught  the  doctrine  of  a  future  life,  and  in  particular 
that  of  the  transmigration  of  souls,  or  metempsychosis. 
The  soul  is  shrouded  in  the  body  for  its  faults  in  the  past, 
Sia  Tivàç  TijULCûplaç  r}  "^vy}}  tQ>  crcûimaTi  crvvcl^evKTai  (Boeck,  Frag.), 
The  soul,  when  separated  from  the  body,  lives  an  incorporeal 
life  if  it  has  been  found  worthy,  otherwise  the  punishment 
of  Tartarus  awaits  it  (Philol.  apud  Claudien,  De  Static 
animae,  II,  7). 

The  Pythagoreans  taught,  besides,  that  the  soul  is  destined 
to  make  divers  peregrinations  through  the  bodies  of  men  and 
animals.  This  they  call  TraXXiyeuea-la  (Servius,  Eneid,  III,  68). 
They  place  the  dwelling  of  the  dead  under  the  earth. 
For  the  rest,  this  metempsychosis  appears  to  have  been, 
not  a  philosophical  doctrine,  but  one  of  the  traditions  of  the 
Orphic  mysteries  (see  J.  Girard,  Le  Sentiment  religieux  chez 
les  Grecs). 

Socrates. 

We  find  no  text  that  would  positively  authorize  us  to 
attribute  to  Socrates  a  philosophical  doctrine  of  the  im- 
mortality of  the  soul.  There  is  not  a  word  on  the  subject 
in  Xenophon's  Memorabilia  ;  still,  there  are  many  evidences 
which  seem  to  justify,  at  least  indirectly,  the  hypothesis  that 
Socrates  believed  in  a  future  life,  a  belief,  moreover,  which 
would  be  most  naturally  implied  in  his  ethical  and  religious 
doctrines.  There  is  the  speech  of  the  dying  Cyrus  in  the 
Cyropaedia  (VIII,  vii),  and  again  the  Phaedo.  Where  could 
Xenophon  have  learnt  the  doctrine  which  he  pyits  in  the 
mouth  of  Cyrus  if  not  in  the  school  of  Socrates  ? 

"  For  my  part,"  says  the  prince,  "  I  have  never  been  persuaded  that 
the  soul  lives  only  as  long  as  it  is  in  a  mortal  body,  and  dies  when  it  is 
separated  from  this  body  ;  for  I  see  that  it  is  the  soul  which  keeps 
mortal  bodies  alive  as  long  as  it  remains  in  them."  .  .  .  "  Reflect,  too,"  he 
continues,  "  that  nothing  more  closely  resembles  the  death  of  man  than 
sleep  ;  but  it  is  in  sleep  that  the  soul  of  man  appears  most  divine.  ...    If 


therefore  these  things  are  as  I  think,  and  the  soul  leaves  the  body,  do 
what  I  request  of  you  from  regard  to  my  soul  "  {Cyropaedia,  Bk.  VIII. 
ch.  vii). 

These  assertions  contain,  it  is  true,  an  element  of  doubt,  but 
it  was  always  so  with  ancient  writers.  It  is  the  same  in  the 
Phaedo,  where  the  future  life  is  described  as  a  glorious 
possibility.  And  yet  the  whole  dialogue  is  devoted  to  proofs 
of  the  immortality  of  the  soul.  Without  ascribing  these  subtle 
arguments  to  Socrates  himself,  may  we  not  suppose  that  Plato 
would  not  have  selected  Socrates  as  the  defender  of  immor- 
tality if  it  were  established  that  he  did  not  believe  in  it  ? 
And  does  it  not  seem  even  probable  that  this  last  day  of 
Socrates,  given  up  to  a  discussion  on  the  destiny  of  the  soul, 
was  an  historical  event,  and  that  Socrates  did  really  so  occupy 
his  last  moments  ? 

Plato  :  the  Arguments  in  the  Phaedo  ;  The  Doctrines  of  Pre- 
ExistcTice  and  of  Metempsychosis, 

If  it  may  be  assumed  that,  in  substance,  the  doctrine  set 
forth  in  the  Phaedo  belongs  to  Socrates,  it  is,  on  the  other 
hand,  most  probable  that  the  arguments  given  in  favour  of  this 
doctrine  are  not  his,  but  were  invented  by  Plato  himself.  For, 
with  Plato,  the  question  of  the  soul's  immortality  was  part  of 
his  philosophy,  and  is  treated  in  a  scientific  manner. 

The  following  are  the  principal  proofs  given  by  Plato:  1. 
Proof  from  the  Nature  of  Virtue.  The  soul  is  made  for  virtue. 
But  virtue  consists  in  the  endeavour  to  free  oneself  from  the 
passions  of  the  body,  and  is  a  preliminary  severance  of  soul 
from  body.  The  destiny  of  the  soul  is,  therefore,  to  live 
separate  from  the  body  {Phaedo,  60  et  seq.).  2.  Proof  from 
Knowledge  :  Knowledge  is  the  pure  essence  of  thought  applied 
to  the  pure  essence  of  each  thing  in  itself.  Therefore  the 
nature  of  the  soul  is  purely  spiritual.  The  true  philosopher  is 
always  pursuing  death,  and  our  life  should  only  be  the  practice 
of  dying  {Phaedo,  67).  3.  Proof  from  the  generation  of  opposites  : 
Life  and  death  unceasingly  alternate  and  succeed  one  another. 
If  death  comes  after  life,  it  follows  that  life  comes  after  death  ; 
an  argument  which,  as  has  been  observed,  is  only  valid  if  two 
things  are  assumed  :  that  the  number  of  souls  is  limited  and 
that  this  number  is  always  the  same,  for  otherwise  all  things 
n.  z 
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would   end    by   dying  {Phaedo,   72;    Ludovic  Carrau,  Sur  les 
Preuves  de  V immortalité  de   l'âme  dans  le  Phédon).     4.  Proof 
from  Peminiscence  :     To  learn  is  but  to  remember  ;  hence  our 
'present  life  implies  a  former  life,  and  may  therefore  survive  the 
present  one  {Phaedo,  70,  71).     5.  Proof  from  the  Nature  of  Truth: 
Truth  dwells  in  our  hearts,  but  truth  is  eternal  ;  therefore  our 
soul  must  also  be  eternal  {Meno,  86  h).     Moreover,  the  soul  is 
more  in    harmony   with   what    is    divine   than   with    earthly 
things.     When  the  soul   in  herself  beholds  things  in   them- 
selves "  she  is  drawn  of  herself  to  what  is  pure,  and  eternal, 
and   immortal,  and   being  of  the  same  nature  cleaves  there- 
unto "  {Phaedo,  37).     Thus  the  soul  resembles  what  is  divine, 
simple,  and  indissoluble,  and  possesses  consequently  the  same 
qualities  {Ibid.  80  b).      6.  Proof  from,  the  Activity  of  the  Soul  : 
The  soul,  say  those   who   deny   her   immortality,  is   like  the 
harmony  of  the  lyre,  and  disappears  when  the  lyre  is  broken. 
No,  says  Socrates,  the  soul  is  not  a  harmony  or  a  result,  for 
the  lyre  precedes  the  harmony,  while  the  body,  on  the  contrary, 
comes  after  the  soul.     There  must  be  a  lyre  before  there  can 
be  a  harmony,  whereas  there  must  be  a  soul  before  there  can  be 
a  living  body  (Ibid.  86  a).     Again,  a  harmony  has  no  essence  of 
its  own,  whereas  the  soul  has  an  existence  apart  (Ibid.  93).     If 
the  soul  is  a  harmony,  what  is  virtue  ?     The  harmony  of  har- 
mony.   And  what  is  vice  ?    A  harmony  without  harmony  :  two 
contradictory  formulae.     Finally,  a  harmony  is  only  the  result 
of  the  elements  of  which  it  is  the  harmony.     The  soul,  on  the 
contrary,  commands  the  body,  moves  it  by  her  will,  and  can  even 
destroy  it  when  she  wishes  (Ibid.  78).    7.  Proof  from  the  essence 
oftJie  Soul:  The  essence  of  the  soul  is  life.     Wherever  the  soul 
is,  there  also  is  life.     Are  not  all  things  what  they  are  through 
their  relation  to  their  Ideas  ?     The  Idea  of  the  soul  is  life  ; 
therefore  it  is  essentially  a  living  thing.      8.  Proof  from  Motion  : 
Plato  borrows  this  proof  from  the  Pythagoreans  (Alcmaeon  of 
Crotona).     The    soul    is    that   which   moves    itself.     It   can, 
therefore,   not   be    deprived   of   motion,  which   is   its  essence. 
This  argument  applies,  however,  to  the  soul  of  the  world  rather 
than   to  the  individual  soul.     9.  Proof  from  the  Existence  of 
Evil  :  Evil  is  that  which  destroys  ;  vice,  which  is  the  evil  of 
the  soul,  can  nevertheless  not  destroy  her  :  therefore  the  soul 
is  indestructible  {Bep,  X,  608  d),     10.  Proof  from  the  Moral 
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Sanction.  In  the  Gorgias,  the  Timaeus,  the  Phaedrus  and  the 
Republic^  usually  in  a  mythical  form,  and  sometimes  also  as  a 
philosophical  theory,  Plato  always  teaches  that  souls  which 
are  pure  are  destined  to  participate  in  the  Ideas,  and  to 
enjoy  with  Jupiter  an  immortal  life,  and  that  the  corrupt 
souls  descend  once  more  into  mortal  bodies,  either  of 
men  or  of  animals.  It  may  be  that  this  doctrine  of  metem- 
psychosis, which  was  borrowed  from  the  Pythagoreans, 
was  to  Plato  merely  a  myth  ;  but  what  certainly  was  not  a 
myth  was  his  theory  of  a  moral  sanction,  of  the  final  harmony 
of  virtue  and  happiness,  of  the  punishment  of  sin  by  a  fall  ; 
and  one  may  conjecture,  like  M.  Fouillée,  that,  according  to 
Plato,  evil  will  in  the  end  be  conquered  by  good. 

To  sum  up:  I*lato  taught  not  only  the  immortality  of  the  soul, 
but  its  eternity.  The  soul  existed  before  the  body  as  it  will 
survive  it,  and  it  would  seem  that  it  could  neither  have  a 
beginning  nor  an  end.  It  is  true  that  when  Plato  speaks  of 
eternity,  he  alludes  to  the  soul  of  the  world  rather  than  to  the 
soul  of  man.  But  the  human  soul  participates  in  the  nature  of 
the  world-soul  and  has  the  same  quality  of  perpetuity. 

Let  us  now  see  what  kind  of  immortality  Plato  attributes  to 
the  soul,  or  rather  to  what  kind  of  soul  he  attributes  immor- 
tality. For  there  are  two  kinds  of  soul,  a  mortal  and  an 
immortal  soul:  aWo  e'ISoç  ^v')(^ç  to  Ovtjtov  {Timaeus,  69c); 
ra  iJL€v  ovu  irepi  "^v^ç  otov  Svrjrov  eyei  Koi  oaov  Seîov. 
This  mortal  soul  is  the  source  of  violent  affections  :  of 
pleasure  and  pain,  of  courage  and  fear,  and  it  has  its  seat  in 
the  breast.  The  immortal  soul  is  the  rational  soul,  to 
SiaporjTiKov,  which  dwells  in  the  head.  Thus  it  is  only  the 
highest  parts  of  man  that  continue  to  exist.  It  would  no 
doubt  be  an  exaggeration  to  say  that  Plato  has  in  view  merely 
an  impersonal  immortality  ;  for  what  then  could  become  of  his 
doctrine  of  the  moral  sanction  ?  But,  as  Zeller  observes,  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  Plato  did  not  take  much  pains  to  make 
the  different  parts  of  his  doctrine  harmonize  with  one  another. 

The  Future  Life  in  Aristotle  :  the  ^v)(rj  and  the  Xoi^ç  ; 
Impersonal  Immortality. 

One  of  the  questions  in  the  history  of  Philosophy  that  has 
given  rise  to  most  discussion  is  Aristotle's  theory  of  the  immor- 
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tality  of  the  soul.  In  the  I6th  century,  there  even  arose  out 
of  the  subject  of  the  interpretation  of  the  Peripatetic  doctrine 
on  this  point,  two  opposite  schools  :  the  Alexandrians  and  the 
Averroists.  The  former  denied  altogether  that  Aristotle  taught 
a  doctrine  of  immortality,  while  the  latter  declared  that  he 
did.  We  shall  confine  ourselves  to  the  citation  of  certain 
passages  which  have  an  obvious  significance. 

We  know  that  in  Aristotle  the  soul  is  the  form  of  the  body. 
From  this  definition  alone,  it  would  seem  to  follow  clearly  that 
when  the  body  disappears  and  is  dissolved   the  form  of  the 
body  must  disappear  also  ;   but  the  question  is  not  as  simple 
as    this:    for,    above    the    soul,  the  entelechy    of    the    body. 
Aristotle  places  another  kind  of  soul,  ^vyji^  yeVoç  trepov  {De 
Anima,   II,   2,   413  ft,   26),  which   is  the  Noûç,  thought,  pure 
intelligence,  the  principle  by  which  we  think,  Sy  Siavoeirai  Kai 
ÙTToXa^i^avei   (III,  4,  429  a,  32).       This  Noi^ç  is  a  true  sub- 
stance, ovcrla  TLÇ  (I,  4,  408  b,  19).     It  comes  to  us  from  without, 
through  the  door,  ÔupaOev  {De  Gêner.  Anim.  I,  3,  736  6,  28),  is 
pure  and  impassible,   àiraOrn  Kai    à^.iyr)(;  (III,  5,^  430  a,   19), 
does  not  mix  with  the  body,  ovSe  ^lefilxOai  ™  a-w^ian  (III,  4, 
429  a,  24),  and  is  the  part  of  the  soul  that  is  not  the  object  of 
physics  {De  FarHhis  Anim.).      It  is  the  most  divine  part  of 
man  :  rod   Oeiordrov   to   voeh   Kai    <Ppovelv   {De    Part.  Anim. 
IV,  10)  ;  it  is  through  it  that  man  participates  in  divinity  : 

fJLOVOV  IUL€T€-)(€t   TOV   OcloV   (II,    10,   656  «,   7). 

*'  But  a  life   which  realized  this  life  would  be  something  more  than 
human  ;  for  it  would  not  be  the  expression  of  man's  nature,  but  of  some- 
thincr  divine  in  that  nature-the  exercise  of  which  is  as  far  superior  to 
the  exercise  of  the  other  kind  of  virtue  {i.e.  practical  or  moral  virtue)  as 
this  divine  element  is  superior  to  our  compound  human  nature.  .  .  . 
Nevertheless,  instead  of  listening  to  those  who  advise   us  as  men   and 
mortals  not  to  lift  our  thoughts  above  what  is  human  and  mortal,  we 
ought  rather,  as  far  as  possible,  to  put  off  our  mortality  and  make  every 
effort  to  live  in  the  exercise  of  the  highest  of  our  faculties  ;  for  though  it 
be  but  a  small  part  of  us,  yet  in  power  and  value  it  far  surpasses  all  the 
rest.     And,  indeed,  this  part  would  ever  seem  to  constitute  our  true  self 
(86^€i€  8'  av  dvau  €Kao-Toç  tovto),  since  it  is  the  sovereign  and  the  better 
part"  {Nic.  Ethics,  X,  7). 

Such  are  the  characteristics  of  the  Noi??,  or  at  least  of  the 
Noiîç  irotrjTiKoç,  the  active  intellect,  which  Aristotle  opposes  to 
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the   Noi/ç  TraOriTiKoç  or  passive  intellect  (see  Vol.  I,  Ch.  IV, 
Problem  of  Reason). 

There  is,  therefore,  no  doubt  that  Aristotle  attributes  the 
quality  of  immortality  to  the  Nofç  ttoiyitlko's.  It  is  a  substance, 
he  says,  which  was  not  made  to  perish,  'ioiKcv  eyyepea-Tai  ovcria 
TIC  ova-a  Koi  ov  (jyOeipeaOai  {Dc  Anim.  I,  4,  408  &,  19).  It  is  the 
only  element  of  our  being  that  can  exist  apart  :  tovto  fiovov 
€i^(^é-)(€Tai  ^wpiarrov  etvai  (II,  2,  403  b,  26).  This  principle  alone 
stands  apart  and  is  divine,  not  indeed  in  so  far  as  it  is  subject 
to  time,  that  is  to  say,  in  so  far  as  it  now  thinks  and  now 
does  not  think,  but  when  it  is  separate,  then  it  is  itself 
immortal  and  eternal  :  x'^P^^^^'^^  *^'  ^^'''^  /hovop  tov  oirep  ea-ri, 
KOI  TOVTO  jULovov  àOuvaTOv  KOI  àtSiov  (III,  5,  430  a,  22).  Thus, 
it  is  not  the  whole  soul  that  is  separable,  but  only  mind  or 
reason  {/jl^  iracra  "^o^ji'h  «^^a  Noi/ç). 

In  contradiction  to  these  apparently  decisive  passages  in 
favour  of  the  theory  of  immortality,  Zeller  (III,  p.  462,  2nd  ed.) 
points  out,  in  the  first  place,  what  we  have  already  observed, 
namely,  that  the  soul,  being  defined  as  the  form  of  the  body 
must  disappear  with  the  body;  and  he  further  cites  certain 
passages  in  which  it  is  peremptorily  asserted  that  the  soul 
perishes  with  the  body,  and  with  the  soul  all  the  characteristics 
of  personality  and  individuality.  As  the  entelechy  of  the 
body  the  soul  cannot  be  without  a  body.  No  doubt  the  soul 
is  not  a  body,  but  it  is  soiaething  of  the  body,  crcofxa  ^ev  yap  ovk 
ea-Tt,  (TcoiuLaToç  Se  ti  (II,  2,  414  a,  12).  The  soul  is  to  the  body 
what  vision  is  to  the  organ  of  vision  ;  and,  just  as  the  eye 
consists  of  vision  and  its  pupil  {Koprj),  so  an  animal  consists  of 
soul  and  body  (413  a,  12).  A  soul  must  necessarily  be  in  a 
body,  and  each  particular  kind  of  soul  in  a  particular  kind  of 
body,  KOL  iv  tio  (TwjuiaTi  toiovtw. 

Thus  it  is  not  possible,  as  the  Pythagoreans  imagined,  that 
any  soul  might  fall  into  any  body  (407  b,  22).  It  is  as 
impossible  for  the  sensitive  and  nutritive  soul  to  exist  without 
a  body  as  that  one  could  walk  without  feet  {De  Gener.  Anim. 
Ill,  376a,  31).  Even  thought  itself  requires  images:  orai/ 
Oewpii  avdyKT]  âfia  (bavTUajUiaTi  Oeœpeîv  {De  Anim.  432  a,  3)  ; 
ovSeTTOTc  vo€Ï  dv€v  (pavTao-jUiaToc  (431a,  17;  De  Sensu,  I,  449  &,  31). 
There  is  therefore  no  doubt  as  to  the  impossibility  of  the 
soul's  surviving  the  body  ;  and  this  is  true,  not  only  of  the  lower 
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faculties  such  as  sensation  and  nutrition,  but  also  of  the  vovç 
iraOrjTiKoç,  for  that  also  is  perishable  and  can  think  nothing 
without  the  inferior  faculties:  o  TraOrjTiKoç  uovç  (pOaproç,  koi 
avev  TovTùov  ovOèv  voeî  (Be  Anim.  Ill,  5).  Now  it  is  in  these 
that  the  principle  of  individuality  lies.  Keason,  love,  hate  are 
not  operations  of  the  active  intellect  (Siavoeladai,  koi  (piXeîv,  koi 
/jLia-elv  ovK  €(TTi  €K€ivov  TrdOrj),  but  of  the  composite  which 
receives  it,  in  so  far  as  it  does  receive  it  (aXXa  rovSe  rov 
exovToç  €K€Lvo  ^  cKclvo  cx^i).  It  is  for  this  reason  that  when 
the  composite  being  has  perished,  the  mind  ceases  to  love  and  to 
remember,  for  these  attributes  are  not  its  own,  but  those  of  the 
composite  being  which  has  perished  (Be  Anim.  Ill,  5).  Lastly, 
individuality  has  its  origin  in  the  matter  and  not  in  the  form, 
erepov  Se  Sià  Trjv  v\*jv,  for  all  beings  are  the  same  in  their 
essence,  essence  being    indivisible,  ravro  Se  tw  elSei,  aro^ov 

yap  TO  eioo^i. 

The  inference  from  this  double  series  of  seemingly  contra- 

'  dictory  passages  may  seem  to  be  self-evident.  It  cannot  be 
denied  that  Aristotle  accepted  a  kind  of  immortality,  but  it  was 
an  immortality  without  memory,  or  feeling,  or  the  faculty  of 
reasoning,  and,  consequently,  without  individuality.  What 
persists  is  the  pure  intelligence,  which  is  the  same  in  all  men. 

'  There  are  some  who  even  go  so  far  as  to  say  that  this  pure 
intelligence  is  not  even  a  part  of  man,  but  is  God  Himself, 
Who  manifests  Himself  to  man,  and  Who,  when  man  perishes, 
withdraws  Himself  and  returns  to  Himself;  so  that  the  immor- 
tality of  the  soul  would  merely  be  the  eternity  of  God. 

But  these  are  extreme  interpretations,  which  take  us  far  be- 
yond the  sense  of  the  text.  For  the  Noi^ç  is  really  a  human 
faculty  and  a  part  of  the  soul,  or  rather  another  soul,  one 
which  no  doubt  participates  in  the  Divine  but  is  none  the 
less  a  part  of  our  human  nature.  For  Aristotle  urges 
man  to  give  himself  up  to  the  contemplative  life,  and  to 
make  himself  immortal  as  far  as  it  is  possible.  He  even 
says  that  this  Noi/ç  is  each  one  of  us  (eKaaro^  tovto). 
It  must  therefore  be  the  source  and  origin  of  personality,  so 
that  it  may  be  questioned  whether  Aristotle  does  altogether 
deny  personal  immortality.  That  parts  of  the  soul  perish  with 
the  body  is  admitted  in  every  doctrine  and  by  all  the  up- 
holders of  immortality  :  no  one  would  maintain  that  our  souls 
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continue  to  feel  heat  and  cold,  that  they  still  have  passions, 
hatred,  etc.  It  may  even  be  supposed  that  the  soul  loses 
discursive  reason,  to  Siavoela-Bai,  inasmuch  as  it  is  con- 
nected with  imagination,  with  the  senses,  with  speech. 
But  it  does  not  follow  that  our  intelligence  loses  con- 
sciousness of  itself,  and  that  consequently  it  is  absolutely 
absorbed  in  God.  Aristotle  never  speaks  of  absorption  in  God  ; 
and  if  by  immortality  of  the  soul  he  had  understood  only  the 
eternity  of  the  Divine,  he  would  have  said  so.  We  have  seen 
that  on  Plato's  theory,  as  well  as  on  that  of  Aristotle,  there 
was  an  immortal  and  a  mortal  soul.  That  the  former  ascribes 
a  larger  part  to  personality  cannot  be  denied;  but  in  every 
philosophy,  the  question  as  to  how  much  of  the  individual 
exists  after  that  great  change  which  we  call  death,  will  always 
be  a  difficulty. 

The  Epicureans  :  Lucretius  ;  Arguments  against  the  Immor- 
tality of  the  Soul. 

Among  ancient  philosophers,  it  is  in  the  Epicurean  school 
that  we  find  the  most  complete  negation  of  immortality.  On 
this  subject,  Lucretius  advances  elaborate  arguments,  to  which 
modern  materialism  has  added  nothing  (Be  Natura  rerum, 
III).  We  see,  he  says,  the  soul  come  to  life  with  the  body, 
grow  with  the  body,  die  with  it.  In  old  age,  judgment  falters, 
speech  and  thought  both  wander.  In  bodily  sickness,  the 
mind  does  not  follow  its  usual  course.  The  soul  itself  may  be 
diseased  and  may  be  cured  by  medical  art.  How  can  this 
mind,  this  slave  of  the  body,  continue  to  exist  once  it  is 
separated  from  the  body  ?  Being  part  of  the  man,  the  mind 
must  be  in  him  as  are  his  organs,  which,  separated  from  the 
body,  are  a  prey  to  corruption  and  death.  Without  a  body  the 
soul  is  not  able  to  accomplish  any  single  one  of  the  functions 
of  life.  How  could  it  continue  to  feel  without  its  five 
senses?  If  the  body  is  cut  in  two,  the  soul  will  be  also 
divided,  and  a  thing  that  is  divisible  cannot  claim  to  be  eternaL 
Lucretius  attacks  the  theories  of  pre-existence  and  survival, 
two  conceptions  which  were  bound  together  in  Plato's  Philo- 
sophy. 

"  If  the  soul  is  incorruptible,  why  should  we  not  be  able  to  recall  the 
memory  of  our  previous  existences  ?  .  .  .    The  soul  must  then  continue  to 
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live  apart  like  the  bird  in  its  cage If  the  soul  went  from  one  body 

to  another,  as  in  the  doctrine  of  metempsychosis,  the  habits  of  different 

animals  would  become  mixed How  does  the  soul  change  its  habits 

and  its  character?  Why  is  it  that  from  being  wise  it  has  become 
foolish  ?  Why  is  not  the  child  born  prudent  and  wise  ?  How  can  it  be 
thought  that  at  the  moment  of  sexual  union  there  are  millions  of 
immortal  souls  ready  to  enter  into  mortal  bodies  ?  It  is  madness.  What 
could  be  more  disparate  than  these  two  substances  whose  very  essences 
are  contradictory,  and  which  are  the  slaves  one  of  the  other  ?  » 

Lucretius  concludes  this  polemic  by  declaring  that  death 
need  not  affect  us  in  any  way,  because  we  have  found  that  the 
soul  is  by  nature  mortal.  We  wonder  at  this  conclusion, 
for  it  is  just  this  mortality  that  men  dread  ;  but  Lucretius 
desires  us  to  understand  that  we  have  nothing  to  fear  from 
another  life,  and  that  we  must  throw  off  these  superstitious 
terrors  (see  Martha,  Lc  poème  de  Lucrèce). 

The  Stoics. 

The  theories  of  the  Stoics  regarding  immortality  were  vague 
and  uncertain.  The  materialism  of  their  physics  did  not  favour 
this  belief,  and  yet  they  were  not  altogether  opposed  to  it. 
With  the  later  Stoics,  according  as  the  religious  character  of 
their  school  became  more  accentuated,  we  see  their  teaching 
incline  more  and  more  in  this  direction. 

"  The  soul,"  said  Zeno,  "  is  a  body  and  continues  ^  to  exist 
after  death."'  o-w/xa  eJvai  Km  /nerà  rov  OamTOV  eiri^eveiv 
(Diog.  Laert.  Zeno,  84).  "  Nevertheless  the  soul  is  by  nature 
perishable  {yl^dapTriv)  ;  the  universal  soul,  of  which  individual 
souls  are  only  parts,  is  alone  imperishable."  Cicero  says  that 
^  the  Stoics  accepted  the  persistence,  but  not  the  permanent 
existence  of  the  soul.  They  allow  that  the  soul  exists  a  long 
time  like  the  raven,  but  are  against  its  eternity  (Cic.    Tusc.  I, 

31,  32). 

In  general  they  held  that  souls  survive  until  the  end  ot  the 
world,  that  is  to  say  until  the  universal  conflagration.  There 
was,  however,  some  dissension  in  the  school  Cleanthes  said 
that  all  men  persist,  while  Chrysippus  held  that  only  the  souls 
of  the  wise  endure  (D.L.  Zeno,  84).  The  only  Stoic  who  is 
cited  as  having  firmly  denied  the  immortality  of  the  soul 
is  Panaetius.  and  Cicero  tells  us  he  denied  it  for  two  reasons  : 
the    first    being,   that  the   resemblance   between  parents  and 
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children  proves  that  the  soul  is  engendered  ;  and  the  second, 
that  everything  that  suffers,  everything  that  is  liable  to  illness, 
is  mortal,  and  that  souls  are  liable  to  suff"er  and  to  be  sick 

(Tusculans,  I,  LXXII).  •  n     • 

In  the  writings  of  the  Roman  Stoics,  and  especially  m 
Seneca  the  doctrine  of  immortality  assumes  a  religious 
character  and  a  tone  which  resembles  that  of  Christianity. 
But  it  was  not,  however,  untouched  by  doubt.  In  one  of  his 
letters  to  Lucilius  (102)  Seneca  appears  to  regard  this  beliet  as 
a  pleasing  dream,  out  of  which  he  would  be  sorry  to  be 
awakened.  Babam  mei  spei  tantae  .  .  .  qnum  suhito  experrectus 
mm  et  tarn  helium  somnium  pcrditi. 

But  in  spite  of  this  alternate  wavering  between  the  for  and 
the  against,  there  are  in  Seneca's  writings  utterances  which 
are  exactly  like  those  of  Christian  authors. 

«Consider  without  fear  that  decisive  hour  which  will  be  the  la^tfor  the 

body  but  not  for  the  soul That  day  which  you  regard  as  the  last  of 

your  days  is  the  day  of  your  birth  for  eternity  {a^terni  nataluest).  When 
that  day  will  come  which  is  to  separate  this  mixture  of  divinity  and 
humanity,  I  shall  leave  this  body  where  I  found  it  and  return  unto  the 

gods"  (102).  ,  ^     ,       1     ^  u  . 

In  his  Consolatio  ad  Marciam  he  writes  to  a  mother  who  has  lost  hei 
son  •  '*  It  is  merely  the  outward  semblance  of  your  son  that  has  perished- 
his  likeness,  and  that  not  a  very  good  one.  He  himself  is  immortal  and 
is  now  in  a  far  better  state,  set  free  from  the  burden  of  all  that  was  not 
his  own  and  left  simply  by  himself.»  «  Death,"  he  says  elsewhere  (ch  36 
-  interrupts  our  life  but  does  not  destroy  it.  A  day  will  come  which  will 
bring  us  once  more  out  into  the  light.  That  which  seems  to  perish 
merely  changes.  Bear  then  thy  going  away  with  resignation,  since  it  is 
to  be  followed  by  a  return." 

Epictetus  is  more  uncertain.  At  times  he  speaks  like 
Seneca  "  And  are  we  not  in  a  manner  kinsmen  of  God,  and 
did  we  not  come  from  Him  ?  Permit  us  to  depart  to  the  place 
from  which  we  came  :  permit  us  to  be  released  at  last  from 
these  fetters  by  which  we  are  bound  and  weighed  down."  But 
elsewhere  he  says,  "  Go  whither  ?  To  nothing  terrible,  but  to 
the  place  from  which  you  came,  to  your  friends  and  kinsmen, 
to  the  elements  ;  what  there  was  in  you  of  fire  goes  to  fire  ;  of 
earth,  to  earth  ;  of  air  (spirit),  to  air  ;  of  water,  to  water."  He 
makes  no  exception  in  favour  of  the  soul.  And  again,  "  Shall  I 
then  no  longer  exist  ?     You  will  not  exist,  but  you  will  be 
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something  else  of  which  the  world  now  has  need  ;  for  you  also 
came  into  existence  not  when  you  chose,  but  when  the  Vorld 
had  need  of  you." 

We  find  a  similar  uncertainty  and  vagueness  of  language  in 
Marcus  Aurelius. 

"  You  embark,  you  make  life's  voyage,  you  come  to  port  :  step  out.  If 
for  another  life,  there  are  gods  everywhere,  there  as  here.  If  out  of  all 
sensation,  then  pains  and  ])leasures  will  solicit  you  no  more"  (III,  3). 
"Just  as  on  earth,  after  a  certain  term  of  survival,  change  and  dissolution 
of  substance  make  room  for  other  dead  bodies,  so  too  the  souls  trans- 
mitted into  air,  after  a  period  of  survival,  change  by  processes  of  diffusion 
and  of  ignition,  and  are  resumed  into  the  seminal  principle  of  the 
universe"  (II,  21).  "I  consist  of  two  elements,  the  causal  and  the 
material  ;  neither  of  which  can  perish  or  cease  to  exist  any  more  than 
they  came  into  being  from  previous  non-existence.  It  follows,  then,  that 
every  part  of  me  will  be  co-ordinated  by  change  into  some  other  part  of 
the  world-order,  and  that  again  into  some  new  part,  and  so  on  ad 
infinitum"  (V,  13). 

Lastly,  as  has  been  remarked  (Courdaveaux,  De  Immortalitatc 
apiid  Stoicos,  p.  30),  Marcus  Aurelius  uses  against  the  immor- 
tality of  the  soul  an  argument  which  is  generally  used  in  support 
of  it. 

"  How  is  it  that  the  gods,  who  ordered  all  things  well  and  lovingly, 
overlooked  this  one  thing  :  that  some  men,  elect  in  virtue,  having  kept 
close  covenant  with  the  divine  and  enjoyed  intimate  communion  there- 
with by  holy  acts  and  sacred  ministries,  should  not,  when  once  dead, 
renew  their  being,  but  be  utterly  extinguished  ?  If  it  indeed  be  so,  be 
sure,  had  it  been  better  otherwise,  the  gods  would  have  had  it  so.  Were 
it  right,  it  would  be  likewise  possible  ;  were  it  according  to  nature,  nature 
would  have  brought  it  to  pass.  From  its  not  being  so,  if  as  a  fact  it  is 
not  so,  be  assured  it  ought  so  to  be.  Do  you  not  see  that  in  hazarding 
such  questions  you  arraign  the  Justice  of  God  ?  "  (XII,  4). 

The  moral  theories  of  the  Stoics  would  indeed  have 
impelled  them  rather  to  deny  the  ethical  proof  of  immor- 
tality. For  if  it  be  affirmed  that  virtue  is  the  only  good  and 
vice  the  only  evil,  it  follows  that  virtue  is  identical  with 
happiness,  that  the  wise  man  is  necessarily  happy,  and  that  he 
requires  no  other  reward  besides  virtue  itself,  and  that  evil 
requires  no  other  punishment  besides  itself.  As  Kant  said, 
the  relation  between  happiness  and  virtue  is  in  this  doctrine 
an  analytic  judgment  ;  in  other  words,  one  is  contained  in  the 
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other.  It  were  therefore  useless  to  add  one  to  the  other  by  a 
supernatural  act  in  a  life  to  come.  Thus  it  was  from  their  ^ 
principle  of  the  absolute  disinterestedness  of  virtue  that  the 
Stoics  deduced  the  superfluity  of  a  future  life.  The  immor- 
tality occasionally  referred  to  in  their  writings  is  a  physical, 
not  a  spiritual  immortality. 

The  Alexandrians. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  in  the  system  of  the 
Alexandrians  the  greatest  prominence  is  given  to  the  doctrine 
of  immortality.  Plotinus  (Unneads,  IV,  c.  vii,  Trepi  'ASamcriaç 
x|,ux50  adopts  all  Plato's  arguments  and  also  fully  accepts  the 
doctrine  of  metempsychosis.  Each  soul  goes  where  it  has  . 
deserved  to  go  in  life.  Those  which  have  not  been  able  to 
free  themselves  from  the  body  return  to  human  bodies,  and 
some  which  have  become  animal  fall  once  more  into  the  bodies 
of  animals.  Some  of  the  best  are  allowed  to  choose  themselves 
their  new  bodies,  others  again  rise  above  the  heavens  and  are 
changed  into  stars,  and  look  down  on  the  world  from  above 
(III,^iv,  2,  5).  The  purest  souls,  lastly,  are  merged  into  God 
(III',  ivi  6).  Punishment  takes  the  form  of  a  kind  of  retalia- 
tion.' Unjust  masters  are  born  again  as  slaves  ;  the  rich  who 
have  been  wicked  live  again  as  poor  men  ;  he  who  has  killed 
another  becomes  a  man  destined  to  be  slain  ;  a  son  who  has 
killed   his  mother    becomes   a   mother   who  is  killed  by   her 

son  (III,  ii,  13). 

But  how  is  it  that  the  soul  which  is  free  from  all  stain  can 
fall  into  sin  ?  Plotinus  replies  that  it  is  not  the  soul  that  sins, 
but  the  man  who  is  made  up  of  soul  and  body,  and  consequently 
it  is  the  compound  that  is  the  sinner,  and  it  alone  is  punished: 
irda-xei  Sh  Kara  to  6\ov,  Ka\  à/ULapravei  to  avpOeTOv  Kai  tovto 

eOTTl  TO   SlSoVV   SUfJV,  OVK  €K€ÏVO  (I,  1,    12). 

Christianity. 

With  the  introduction  of  Christianity,  the  doctrine  of  the 
immortality  of  the  soul  received  a  new  and  marvellous 
impulse.  What  in  the  ancient  religion  had  been  merely  a 
confused  superstition,  and  with  ancient  Philosophers  a  vague 
hope  or  a  doubtful  opinion,  became  in  Christianity  a  fixed, 
complete,   and   organized   dogma,   an  ardent  conviction  which 


364 


THE  PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


.  made  many  martyrs.  The  great,  in  fact  the  only,  concern  of 
the  Christians  was  the  salvation  of  the  soul.  It  was  no  longer 
a  question  of  immortality,  but  of  eternity.    The  doctrine  became 

'  essentially  a  moral  one,  which  no  longer  rested  on  abstract  and 
metaphysical  principles,  but  on  the  principle  of  merit  and 
demerit.  The  punishment  is  as  terrible  as  the  reward  is  magni- 
ficent :  heaven  or  hell,  eternal  reward  or  eternal  suffering — 
such  are  the  alternatives  to  be  faced  by  Christian  souls.  Every- 
thing is  to  be  transfigured:  the  flesh  itself  is  to  share  in  this 
spiritual  apotheosis,  and  in  the  final  consummation  of  things 
each  soul  is  to  reassume  its  body  risen  again  and  renewed. 

The  Catholic  Church,  knowing  well  the  human  heart,  and 
always  ready  to  soften  a  dogma  in  order  to  render  it  more 
accessible  to  reason  and  to  sentiment,  teaches  that  there  is  an 
intermediate  state  between  heaven  and  hell  for  those  who 
are  neither  quite  good  nor  quite  wicked.  This  is  Purgatory, 
which  Protestantism,  more  rigid  and  uncompromising,  rejected 
as  a  weakening  of  the  Divine  Justice.  On  another  very 
important  point  the  two  Churches  were  in  disagreement: 
Catholics,  while  admitting  the  action  of  grace,  affirmed  the 
merit  of  good  works.  In  the  Protestant  and  especially  in  the 
Calvinist  teaching,  a  kind  of  predestination  made  good  works 
subordinate  to  faith  and  left  the  choice  of  the  elect  and  of  the 
damned  entirely  to  God's  free  Will.  But  we  are  not  concerned 
with  the  history  of  theological  dogmas  ;  this  brief  summary  of 
the  principal  points  suffices  to  make  the  subject  clear. 

Descartes. 

Descartes  does  not  expressly  give  any  theory  on  this 
subject.  In  one  of  his  letters  he  says,  as  has  been  supposed, 
ironically,  "  As  for  the  future  state  of  our  souls  I  must  refer 
you  to  M.  Digby."  Nevertheless,  in  the  very  title  of  his 
Méditations  he  implied  that  he  intended  to  treat  of  this 
subject,  for  he  calls  it  "  Meditations  on  God  and  on  the  Immor- 
tality of  our  Souls."  This  might  appear  to  be  merely  a 
misprint  for  immateriality.  But  it  is  more  likely  that 
Descartes  thought  that  while  he  gave  the  most  logical  proof 
yet  discovered  of  the  spirituality  of  the  soul,  he  at  the 
same  time  proved  its  immortality.  It  would  even  seem  that, 
in  the  eyes  of  certain  theologians,  he  proved  too  much;  for 
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one  of  the  objections  Arnauld  made  against  him  was  that  he 
inclined  to  the  error  of  the  Platonists,  who  represented  the 

soul  as  a  pure  spirit. 

One  of  Descartes'  disciples,  Regius  (Leroy),  havmg  fastened 
upon  the  proposition,  that  man  is  not  a  single  being,  in  other 
words,  that  each  of  the  two  substances  is  complete  in  itself, 
and    that,    consequently,  their   union    is    accidental    and   not 
essential,  Descartes  reproves  him  with  some  warmth  for  his 
imprudence;    although    such    a   theory   would    appear    to    be 
much  more  favourable  to  the  dogma  of  immortality  than  the 
Peripatetic  doctrine  of  the  soul  as  the  entelechy  of  the  body. 
Descartes  also  endeavoured  to  dispose  of  one  of  the  gravest 
objections  that  had  been  brought  forward  against  the  immor- 
tality of  the  human  soul,  the  objection,  that  is,  that  animals 
have  souls,  and  that  if  souls  are  spiritual  theirs  also  must  be 
immortal.     Descartes  got  rid  of  this  difficulty  by  absolutely 
denying   that   animals   have  souls,  and  by  asserting  that  all 
their   actions    are    automatic.      Thus  we   see  that   Descartes, 
without  holding,  properly  speaking,  any  particular  theory  of 
a  future  life,  yet  did  as  much,  and  indeed  more  than  any  other 
modern    philosopher,    towards    providing    this    belief    with    a 
philosophical  and  metaphysical  basis. 

Leibnitz  :  Doctrine  of  Metamorphosis. 

The  establishment  of  a  theory  of  immortality,  which  Des- 
cartes  had  omitted  in  his  system,  was  attempted  in  turn  by 
two  great  philosophers  of  the  17th  century:  Leibnitz  and 
Spinoza  The  former  was  mainly  concerned  with  the 
principle  of  individuality,  the  latter  with  the  unity  of  sub- 
stance. One  constructed  the  most  ingenious  hypothesis 
bearing  on  individual  immortality,  while  the  other  was  the 
originator   of    the   most    powerful    conception    of    impersonal 

immortality.  j      -       i. 

According  to  Leibnitz  "  each  living  body  has  a  dominant 
entelechy  (the  monad),  which  in  the  animal  is  the  soul  ;  but 
the  members  of  this  living  body  are  full  of  other  living  bemgs, 
plants  or  animals,  each  of  which  has  also  its  dominant  entelechy 
or  soul  "  (Monadology,  §  70). 

Thus,  according  to  Leibnitz,  each  animal  is  made  up  ot 
animals,'  and  the  soul  is  the  chief  monad,  of  which  the  body  la 
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the  envelope.  The  body  is  as  necessary  to  the  soul  as  the  soul 
is  to  the  body.  Not  that  the  soul  needs  to  be  always  accom- 
panied by  the  same  matter  (71).  But  the  soul  only  changes 
its  body  by  continuous  degrees.  There  are  no  entirely  separated 
souls,  and  even  death  does  not  interrupt  this  union  and  this 
process  of  change.  This  is  the  doctrine  not  of  metempsychosis 
but  of  metamorphosis  (72).  "  Something  like  this  is  indeed 
seen  apart  from  birth,  as  when  grubs  become  flies  and 
caterpillars  become  butterflies  "  (74).  "  It  also  follows  from 
this  that  there  never  is  absolute  birth  nor  complete  death  in 
the  strict  sense,  consisting  in  the  separation  of  the  soul  from 
the  body.  What  we  call  births  are  developments  and 
growths,  while  what  w^e  call  death  is  an  involution  and  a 
lessening  "  (73). 

Thus  Leibnitz  does  not  accept  the  theory  of  spontaneous 
generation.  He  thinks  that  insects  and  animals  are  not  born 
of  putrid  matter,  but  that  every  animal  came  out  of  certain 
germs  or  seeds,  in  which  there  was  already  a  certain  organiza- 
tion (74).  But  for  the  same  reason  that  there  is  no  absolute 
generation,  there  is  also  strictly  speaking  no  such  thing  as 
destruction  or  death  (76).  He  points  out  the  advantages  of 
this  doctrine  thus  :  "  For  the  difference  between  one  state  of  the 
soul  and  another  (between  life  and  death)  never  is  and  never  has 
been  anything  but  a  difference  between  the  more  and  the  less 
conscious  or  sensible,  the  more  and  the  less  perfect,  or  vice 
versa  ;  and  thus  the  past  or  the  future  state  of  the  soul  is  as 
explicable  as  its  present  state.  The  slightest  reflexion  makes 
it  sufficiently  evident  that  this  is  in  accordance  with  reason, 
and  that  a  leap  from  one  state  to  another  infinitely  different 
state  could  not  be  natural  "  (New  Essays^  Introd.). 

This  theory,  it  will  be  noticed,  involves,  like  that  of  Plato, 
the  pre-existence  of  souls  as  well  as  their  survival.  The  sensi- 
tive soul  has  existed  since  the  beginning  of  things  (Theodicy, 
397),  but  it  rose  to  the  higher  stage  of  reason  when  the  man  to 
whom  this  soul  was  to  belong  was  conceived,  and  when  an 
organized  body  was  so  determined  as  to  form  the  human 
body  (Ibid.).  He  does  not  deny  the  marvellous  work  of  God  : 
"  still,"  says  he,  "  I  should  prefer  not  to  regard  the  generation 
of  man  as  a  miracle.  For  it  may  be  explained  by  conceiving 
that  in  this  great  number   of  souls   of   animals,   only   those 
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souls  which  are  destined  to  attain  some  day  to  the  human 
form  contain  the  reason  which  will  some  day  appear  therein." 
From  this  pre-existence  of  souls  it  is  easy  to  infer  their  sur- 
vival. 

As  for  the  manner  of  the  survival,  Leibnitz  does  not  explain 
how  it  will  take  place,  unless  it  be  in  other  planets  or  in  a 
world  entirely  different  from  our  own.  The  human  soul  is  a 
monad,  which  is  not  only  like  all  the  other  monads,  "  a  mirror 
of  the  universe,  of  created  beings,  but  also  an  image  of  the 
Deity  "  (Principles  of  Nature  and  of  Grace,  §  14).  "  It  is  for 
this  reason  that  all  spirits  .  .  .  enter  into  a  kind  of 
fellowship  with  God,  are  members  of  the  City  of  God,  that  is 
to  say  of  the  most  perfect  state,  instituted  and  governed  by 
the  greatest  and  best  of  monarchs  "  (Ibid.  §  15). 

"  It  is  true  that  our  happiness  (by  whatever  beatific  vision  or  know- 
ledge of  God  it  may  be  accompanied)  can  never  be  complete,  because  God, 
being  infinite,  cannot  be  entirely  known.  Thus  our  happiness  will  never 
consist  (and  it  is  right  that  it  should  not  consist)  in  complete  enjoyment, 
which  would  leave  nothing  more  to  be  desired,  and  would  make  our  mind 
stupid  ;  but  it  must  consist  in  a  perpetual  progress  to  new  pleasures  aud 
new  perfections"  (Ibid.  §  18). 

We  see  that  Leibnitz  introduces  into  the  question  of 
immortality  an  entirely  new  element,  namely,  the  principle 
of  progress.  He  applies  to  the  other  world,  which  in  his 
opinion  does  not  differ  essentially  from  the  present  world,  his 
well-known  formula  :  "  The  present  is  big  with  the  future,  and 
the  future  may  be  read  in  the  past."  Leibnitz  believed  that 
infinity  is  everywhere  in  the  universe,  and  consequently  in 
each  Monad  ;  but  the  Monad  being  finite  requires  an  infinite 
time  for  its  development. 

Spinoza  ;  Adequate  Ideas  ;  The  Idea  and  the  Love  of  God  ; 
Impersonal  Immortality. 

According  to  Spinoza,  "  the  soul  is  the  idea  of  the  human 
body  "  (II,  xiii),  and  has  duration  that  can  be  determined  in  time 
only  in  so  far  as  it  expresses  the  actual  existence  of  the  body. 
We  can  therefore  ascribe  duration  to  the  soul  only  so  long  as 
the  body  exists  (II,  viii).  Moreover,  "the  soul  can  imagine 
nothing  nor  can  it  recollect  anything  that  is  past,  except  while 
the  body  continues  to  exist  "  (V,  xxi). 
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F„„  th».  .«  p«,I«»i.ion»,  it  "ould  .»»  K  follow  .1... 
be  mrf.li«L      "  f  j;'  ;^„,  „i„,  ,„  the  «the,  ha.d.  ,n 

s\f s«  1X4»  '''nr:T  N,:"= 

relates  to  the  essence    01  ^^^^   ^^^    ^^ 

tMng.    which    P-ta-  ;o    the^^^«  ^^^^^.^^_  ^^    ^^^^^^„^^ 
conceived  by  God  mider  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^^^^^^ 

Srr  U  eiil'  aTlL  e^eH^ue  nos  aeter^.s  esse 

^^'Tt'wml  noticed  that  Spino.a  speaks  not  of  immortality. 
It  will  be  notice  F  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^  y^^, 

:  "^CeTs  a  7a-?  the  soul  that  is  --,  th^part  t^^^^ 
consists  in  reason,  in  demonstrative  cogni  0-     J^^/       ^  . 
bears  a  strong  resemblance  to   Jat  ^f^-^^^^^^  '  ^'^^^  ^^^^^,^ 
-  Spinoza  allows  memory,  and  all  that  belongs 
nature  and  to  our  affections  and  V^'^'^'^^^^^l^^^,^  ^  it 
maintains  the  persistence  «Vr^uraiso  nas™^^^^     has 
,.  an  adec^-ejcnow^^^^^^  ^  ^,,  ^ 

'^tTfidL  of  t?e  body,  that  is  to  say  the  soul,  is  always 
and  as  the  idea  01  me        },  consciousness,  we  may 

TT:  W»  wt  ttÏ^ist;»:  .f  conxiousue..  in  the 

infer  that  bpmoza  noius,  "   ^         .      .  ^f  ^he  universal 

pure  intellect,  and  that  not  on  y    nt  ^^.^  ^^  ^^^^ 

and  impersonal  ideas   but  as  reoaras  ^^.^  ^.^^ 

,i„d  is  the  more  perfec    and  has  a^.-t^^  P^^  ^^^^  ,,,,,,„, 

ranrsa;rthrire«tted^fo^^^^^^^^^^^ 

rt~  r  ilntS^rthinXmen.  of  his 
dSfne,  S  W Xory  of  immortaUty  will  be  seen  to  be  not 


so  very  far  removed  from  the  idea  of  the  beatific  vision,  and 
excep7for  the  question  of  memory  (which  has  been  a    lificu  y 
in  every  doctrine),  to  be  not  wanting  in  grandeur.     His  theory    , 
:  dominated  by  the  idea  of  impersonality  as  that  of  L«bn 
is    dominated    by  the  idea  of  individuali  y       And  these  a^e 
the  two  aspects  of  the  problem  of  immortali  y  (see  the  thesis 
of  M.  Alexis  Bertrand,  Be  ImmortalUatc  pantlieutwa).        ■ 

of  Palingenesia.     J.   J-   Ihousseau.      J^u^m 

Practical  Reason.  .      ,    *.u 

If  we  except  the  materialists,  who  merely  Revived  the 
arguments  of  Lucretius,  it  may  be  said  that  the  18th 
ceSronly  produced  (that  is,  before  Kant  who  has  a 
p teapart)  Vo  philosophers  whose  theories  concemm^^^^^^^^ 

Lmortality  of  the  soul  are  f ^f  ^^T^^^^^Z 
Charles  Bonnet  of  Geneva,  and  J/"  ^''f  f '*"• . /^.  ^  theory  of 
discinle  of  Leibnitz,  developed  and  added  force  to  the  theory  01 
tSSorphosis,  which  he  calls  Palingenesia,  by  making  it  rest 
r rrral  mstory  ;  the  latter  defended  ^^^^^ 
deism  in  an  atheistical  society,  and  expanded  ^^^^  gre^^er 
eloquence    and    ardour    the    mora     argumen^  m    favour  ^of 

;:srïï:d      BTrst;ryter:  deal  only   with  such 
Erines  as  were  really  original,  we  pass  on  at  once  to  the 

''t:trseïntha,  according  to  Kant,  we  can  learn  from 

r\h7nature   of  God.  are  ^botb   fho.  ^^^^^^^^  J^^  - 

r^faT ir  tr;  sTihetlier  we  shall  not  succeed 

hptt-pr  from  the  moral  point  of  view. 

'Tnf  establishes    that    virtue    is    '^e    supreme  good    bu 

"it  does   not  follow   that  it  is  ''^^'^}t,^J'^t<^^,l 

fnr  this  requires   happiness  also     l^Lntiqioe  oj   ± 
ifeo^i    11    ii)       He    shows    that   the   judgment   in    which 
Blason,    IX.    u>  analytic    but 

happiness    is   joined    to    the    gooa 
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a  synthetic  judgment  ;  in  other  words,  that  the  two  terms, 
virtue  and  happiness,  are  not  identical,  but  two  heterogeneous 
notions  which  are  necessarily  joined  in  an  a  priori  judgment,  or 
added  to  one  another,  the  one  not  being  contained  in  the  other. 
On  this  principle,  he  refutes  the  opposite  conceptions  of 
the  Epicureans  and  the  Stoics,  who  identify  the  two  terms — 
Epicurus  saying  that  virtue  coincides  with  happiness,  while 
Zeno  says  that  happiness  coincides  with  virtue.  The  two 
elements  must  then,  according  to  Kant,  be  regarded  as 
different  from  one  another.  Virtue  is  the  supreme  good,  the 
condition  of  which  happiness  is  the  consequence  ;  both  together 
constitute  the  sovereign  good} 

Such  being  the  definition  of  the  sovereign  good,  Kant  tells 
us  that  the  moral  law  commands  us  to  realize  it  as  far  as 
possible.  It  seems  surprising  that  Kant,  who  reduced  the 
notion  of  duty  to  good  will,  to  fulfilment  of  the  law  without 
any  consideration  of  consequences,  should  now  make  it  an 
obligation  for  man  to  bring  about  the  sovereign  good,  that  is 
to  say,  the  harmony  of  happiness  and  virtue.  Yet  this  is 
certainly  what  follows  from  a  great  many  passages  in  his 
writings. 

"  The  reaHzation  of  the  sumimcm  honum  in  the  world  is  the  necessary 
object  of  a  will  determinable  by  the  moral  law.  .  .  .  Now  it  was  seen  to 
be  a  duty  for  us  to  promote  the  summum,  honum  ;  consequently  it  is  not 
merely  allowable,  but  it  is  a  necessity  connected  with  duty,  a  requisite 
that  we  should  presuppose  the  possibility  of  this  summum  honum.  .  .  . 
The  moral  law  commands  me  to  make  the  liighest  possible  good  in  the 
world  the  ultimate  object  of  all  my  conduct.  .  .  .  Thus  the  fact 
that  respect  for  the  moral  law  necessarily  makes  the  summum  honum  an 
object  of  our  endeavours,  and  the  supposition  thence  resulting  of  its 
objective  reality,  lead,  through  the  postulates  of  practical  reason,  to  con- 
ceptions which  speculative  reason  might  indeed  present  as  problems  but 
could  never  solve.  .  .  .  For  we  do  not  thereby  take  knowledge  of  the 
nature  of  our  souls,  nor  of  the  intelligible  world,  nor  of  the  Supreme 
Being  with  respect  to  what  they  are  in  themselves,  but  we  have  merely 
combined  the  conceptions  of  them  in  the  practical  concept  of  the  summum 
honum  as  the  object  of  our  will.  ...  In  order  to  extend  a  pure 
cognition  practically,  there  must  be  an  a  priori  purpose  given  ;  that  is,  an 
end  as  object  (of  the  will),  which  independently  of  all  theological  principle 

^  Here  and  in  what  follows  there  seems  to  be  some  confusion  between  Kant's 
honum  supremum  and  his  honum  cousummatum.  See  Critique  of  Practical 
Reason,  Book  H,  Chap.  II  [Edr.]. 


is  presented  as  practically  necessary  by  an  imperative  which  determines 
the  will  directly  (a  categorical  imperative),  and  in  this  case  that  is  the 
summum  honum  y' 

In  whatever  way  we  maj^  explain  this  singular  theory  which 
imposes  upon  the  will  the  realization   of  the   sovereign  good 
(although  it  was  laid  down  as  a  principle  that  the  only  thing 
that  depends  upon  ourselves  is  the  good  will),  it  is  certain  that 
there  must  be  a  foundation  for  this  possibility  of  the  supreme 
good  ;  and  because  we  ourselves  are  unable  to  bring  about  the 
fulfilment  of  this  Sovereign  Good,  after  which  we  are  yet  bound 
to  strive,  Kant  infers  the  necessity  of  a  Being  who  would  make 
the  Sovereign  Good  possible,  in  other  words,  the  existence  of  God. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  this  theory  is  peculiar,  in  that  Kant, 
unlike  other  philosophers,  makes  use  of  the  moral  proof  of  the 
coincidence   of  virtue  and   happiness  to   prove,  not    the    im- 
mortality of  the  soul,  but  the  existence  of  God.    By  so  doing  he 
seems  to  weaken  the  argument;  for  on   the  usual  reasoning, 
given  on  the  one  hand  a  just  and  good  God   and  on  the  other 
the   necessity  of  a    moral    sanction    and   the  insufficiency  of 
earthly  sanctions,  it  is  easy  to  prove  the  immortality  of  the 
soul.     But  it  is  otherwise  with  the  existence  of  God.     For, 
because  in  justice  virtue  demands  a  reward,  it  by  no  means 
follows  that  there  exists  One  Who  will  reward.     Kant  tries 
in  vain  to  add  force  to  his  proof  by  telling  us  that  it  is  our  duty 
to  realize  the  supreme  good,  and  that  consequently  the  supreme 
good  must  be  possible.      This  argument  is  invalidated  by  his 
own  theory  of  good  will. 

It  is,  however,  with  Kant's  proof  of  the  immortality  of  the 
soul  that  we  are  now  concerned.  This  proof  runs  thus  :  The 
law  of  duty  demands  moral  perfection  or  holiness.  But  this  is 
impossible  in  our  present  life,  in  this  sensible  world,  and  even, 
in  general,  for  any  creature  ;  therefore  it  can  only  be  attained 
by  an  indefinite  progress  (here  we  recognize  the  theory  of 
Leibnitz),  and  this  progress  is  only  possible  under  the  hypo- 
thesis of  an  existence  and  a  personality  that  are  indefinitely 
prolonged.  Thus  Kant  finds  the  proof  of  the  immortality  of 
the  soul  in  the  necessity  of  an  indefinite  time  for  the  attain- 
ment  of  holiness,  which  is  at  once  an  obligation  and  an  impos- 
sibility in  our  present  conditions.  This  being  the  case,  we 
wonder  why  he  thought  it  necessary  to  found  this  proof  on  the 
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idea  of  the  Sovereign  Good  (virtue  and  happiness),  since  the  right 
to  holiness— for  we  may  so  sum  up  his  proof— was  immediately 
deducible  from  the  law  of  duty,  and  distinct  from  the  right  to 
happiness  which  belongs  to  another*  order  of  ideas.  As  for  the 
obligation  to  realize  the  Sovereign  Good,  it  exists  not  for  us,  who 
are  only  bound  to  the  good,  but  for  the  Creator. 

The  Problem  of  Immortality  in  French  Philosophy:  The 
Spiritualistic  and  Humanitarian  Schools. 

The  French  Spiritualistic  schools  did  not  give  much  promin- 
ence to  the  problem  of  immortality.  We  may,  however, 
mention  the  Argument  du  Phédon,  by  V.  Cousin,  in  which 
Plato's  conceptions  are  developed  in  the  direction  of  an 
impersonal  rather  than  of  an  individual  immortality.  But  in  a 
later  work,  Du  Vrai,  du  Beau,  du  Bien,  he  makes  use  of 
Eousseau's  arguments  to  defend  the  personal  immortality  of  the 

soul. 

To  Cousin's  best  known  disciple,  Theodore  Jouffroy,  belongs 
the  credit  of  having  introduced  a  new  argument  which  bears  a 
strong  resemblance  to  that  of  Kant,  and  is  based  on  the  infinity 
of  our  tendencies,  the  injustice  there  would  be  if  death  were  to 
cut  short  all  that  exists  potentially  in  us.  Another  writer  has 
turned  this  argument  into  ridicule  by  applying  it  to  animals, 
and  particularly  to  oxen,  which  would,  he  says,  have  the  right  to 
claim  another  life  in  which  to  satisfy  instincts  that  had  been 
suppressed  in  them  (Taine,  Las  Philosophes  classiques).  But 
this  philosopher  forgets  that  animals  have  not  the  idea  or  the 
feeling  of  the  Infinite,  wliich  is  the  main  point  in  the  argument. 
This  idea  of  the  Infinite  and  of  a  progressive  movement  is  quite  in 
accordance  with  the  beliefs  of  the  perfectionists  in  our  century. 

The  same  idea,  only  on  a  larger  scale,  is  to  be  found  in 
another  school  of  this  century,  which  more  than  any  other  has 
occupied  itself  with  the  problem  of  a  future  life— I  mean  the 
humanitarian  school.  This  school,  more  or  less  under  the 
inspiration  of  the  Leibnitzian  theory  of  unconscious  mental 
modifications,  revived  the  doctrine  of  metempsychosis.  This 
theory  was  held  in  common  by  Pierre  Leroux  and  Jean 
Eeynaud,  the  authors  of  the  Encyclopédie  nouvelle,  but  they  did 
not  both  understand  it  in  the  same  manner.  In  his  book, 
L'Humanité,    Leroux    teaches     metempsychosis     in     mankind 


itself:  the  same  men  are  constantly  bemg  born  agam      This    ^ 
is  a  theory  of  individual,  but  not  of  personal  immortality     ihe 
individual  is  not  absorbed  in  the  absolute  substance,  but  on 
entering  into   another   individual  body  he  loses  memory  and 

^''Zn 'Synaud  could  not  admit  this  immortality  which  is 
without  consciousness  and  without  recollection;  and  m  order  to 
preserve  personality  and  responsibility  he  teaches  that  the  trans- 
migration is  from  one  planet  to  another,  with  all  the  moral 
consequences  exacted  from  the  principle  of  merit  and  demerit 
Such  is  the  doctrine  expounded  in  Terre  et  Ciel,  a  doctrine  which 
is  further  remarkable  in  another  way.     Reviving  the  theory  o 
Origen,    Eeynaud    not    only    rejects   eternal  pumshment,  but 
believes  in  a  final  reconciliation  and  a  final  victory  of  good  over 
evil.     Lamennais  in  his  Esquisse  d'une  philosophie  likewise  holds 
the  perfectionist  doctrine  as  applied  to  a  future  life.    1^  anally  m 
the  school  of  Saint  Simon,  a  personage  well  known  as  the  Père 
Enfantin,  expounds  in  a  book  entitled  Be  la  ]^^^  f  ;^^^^^/ 
doctrine  similar  to  that  of  Spinoza.     We  may  add  tha    m  the 
school  of  Auguste  Comte    the    idea  of  a  future  existence  is 
reduced  to  the  glorification  and  worship  of  great  men. 

Conclusion, 

The  history  of  the  problem  of  immortality  may  be  divided 
into  three  periods.  In  the  first,  the  period  of  its  infancy,  the 
belief  in  immortality  was  vague  and  uncertam.  With  the 
exception  of  the  Platonic  school,  where  the  spiritual  element 
first  appeared,  it  was  more  a  question  of  a  physical  persistence 
than  of  the  immortality  of  the  spirit.  Aristotle,  though  he 
rises  above  the  theory  of  a  mere  physical  permanence,  does  not 
give  much  space  to  the  question  of  spiritual  immortality.  ■ 

The  second  period  begins  with  Christianity,  which  brought 
about  the  fixed  and  final  establishment  of  the  belief  m  future 
life  as  of  a  dogma  that  was  absolute,  complete,  and  mcontro- 
vertible.  This  belief  became  the  criterion  of  true  spiritualism 
and  the  slightest  doubt  regarding  it  incurred  the  suspicion  of 
atheism  and  materialism.  Consequently,  we  find  that,  m  the 
third  period,  philosophers  entered  upon  this  dangerous  ground 
with  caution.  A  new  line  was,  however,  taken,  namely,  the 
inquiry  into  the  possibility  of  a  future  life.     The  Materialists, 


374 


THE   PROBLEMS  OF  PHILOSOPHY 


m    i' 


on  the  ground  of  the  dependence  of  the  mind  upon  the  organs, 
deny  it  as  absolutely  impossible.  The  Spiritualists  have  to 
choose  between  two  explanations  :  that  of  Kant  and  that  of 
Leibnitz.  Kant  starts  from  the  hypothesis  that  the  world 
is  a  phenomenon,  an  appearance  bound  up  with  the  human 
imagination,  whose  laws  are  not  applicable  to  things  in  them- 
selves. This  world  disappears  at  death,  together  with  the 
imagination  ;  therefore  the  soul  can  subsist  in  tlie  world  of 
noumena,  whatever  may  be  the  destiny  of  phenomena. 

On  the  hypothesis  of  Leibnitz,  immortality  is  brought  into 
harmony  with  the  laws  of  nature  by  means  of  the  idea  of 
transformation,  and  by  the  negation  of  death.  Future  life  is 
merely  a  continuation  of  our  actual  life,  under  other  condi- 
tions. Of  these  two  hypotheses,  that  of  Leibnitz  has  found  most 
favour  in  our  days,  while  that  of  Kant  borders  on  mysticism 
and  is  more  easily  reconciled  with  religion. 

But  even  amongst  those  who  accept  immortality  a  new 
controversy  has  arisen,  which  springs  from  a  difficulty  that 
was  vaguely  apprehended  before,  but  has  been  more  defined 
in  our  time — the  question  between  individual  immortality, 
as  understood  by  Leibnitz,  and  Spinoza's  impersonal  immor- 
tality. On  both  sides  there  is  a  tendency  to  exaggeration. 
For  though  on  the  one  hand  it  is  impossible,  without  running 
the  risk  of  falling  into  a  gross  form  of  metempsychosis  or  into 
a  spiritualism  scarcely  less  crude,  to  maintain  that  the 
individual  persists  with  all  his  defects  ;  on  the  other  hand  it  is 
not  permissible  to  carry  the  idea  of  impersonality  so  far  that 
it  ceases  to  have  anything  in  common  with  the  idea  of 
immortality,  or  so  as  to  identify  the  eternity  of  the  soul  with 
the  eternity  of  God,  which  was  not  in  question. 

It  is  not  incumbent  on  us  to  settle  this  dispute  ;  we  shall 
merely  observe,  without  professing  to  solve  the  problem,  that  a 
solution  may  be  approached  through  the  distinction  we  have 
drawn  in  our  Morale  between  the  individual  and  the  person  ; 
and  herewith  we  shall  conclude  our  last  essay.  "  Personality 
has  its  root  in  individuality,  but  tends  unceasingly  to  free 
itself  from  individuality.  The  individual  is  concentrated  in 
himself;  personality  aspires  to  rise  beyond  itself.  The  ideal 
of  individuality  is  egoism,  the  whole  referred  to  the  ego  ;  the 
ideal  of  personality  is  altruism,  the  ego  identifying  itself  with 
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the   whole.     Personality  is,  as  it  were,  consciousness   of   the 
impersonal.     It  is  not  in  so  far  as  I  am  capable  of  sensation 
that  I  am  a  person,  but  in  so  far  as  I  think,  love,  and  will  :  in 
so  far  as  I  think  the  True,  as  I  love  the  Good,  as  I  will  the 
True  and  the  Good.     What  is  inviolable  in  other  men  is  not 
their  animal  feelings  nor  their  vital  functions,  but  the  divine 
spark  that  is  in  them,  the  capacity  of  sharing  like  myself  in 
what  is  neither  theirs  nor  mine,  in  the  light  that  shines  on  all 
minds — in  truth,  in  justice,  in  freedom,  in  all  that  is  imper- 
sonal.     It  is  this  consciousness  of  the  divine  in  every  man  that 
is  immortal,  and  not  this  or  that  fragile  or  illusory  accident 
which  in  vain  we  would  desire   to  preserve."     This  kind  of 
immortality  would  not  be  merely  speculative  ;  for  in  the  heart, 
as  in  the  mind,  there  is  something  that  is  eternal. 


THE    END. 
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